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Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


ILONDON, FEBRUARY 11, 1865. 
—>—_—- 


WE AREGLAD TO FIND that the question of the concen- 
tration of the courts occupies a prominent position in 
the speech put into the mouth of the Queen last Tues- 
oe. Our opinion as well of the importance of the 
subject generally, as of the superior claims of what has 
been whes the “Carey-street site,” is well known to 
our readers. In another part of our present number 
will be found a valuable paper on this subject, recently 
published by the Law Amendment Society. 

But we must not overlook the fact that this scheme, 
beneficial and desirable as we believe it to be, is 
threatened with very serious opposition—opposition 
emanating indeed from the interest of a single body, 
but which may again, as it did the year before last, 
assume the proportions of a party struggle ; and which 
therefore should, as far as possible, be prevented or dis- 
armed. 

One very obvious means to this end is to petition ; 
let the hands of the Government be strengthened by 
petitions from the profession both in town and country 
to both Houses of Parliament, urging upon them the 
existing evils, and the facility with which an appropri- 
ate remedy could be adopted; and let this be done 
soon and generally, without distinctions of party, by 
acommon union of the whole profession forthe com- 
mon advantage, and let each provincial association pre- 
sent its petition through the representatives of its own 
county, and there will be little or no cause to fear that 
the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn will be able again to mislead 
the Conservative members into making this a party 
question ; and in the absence of party opposition the 
Government proposal must succeed. 

It is not for us or any other body to dictate to the 
local association the form in which they shall cast 
their petitions, yet some hints calculated to produce 
unity of action may not be altogether thrown away. 
Weare glad to learn that the Incorporated Law Society, 
which has been from the first the strenuous advocate 
of the projected reform, interds to take action in this 
way, and without in any manner attempting to control, 
ie pa to assist the varicus local societies ina com- 

ined movement for this purpose. This is the natural 
and —— place of that society as the recognised centre 
of that branch of the profession in England. 

Without desiring to usurp in the least the functions 
either of the central or the local bodies, we may per- 
haps be permitted to suggest some points which, in our 
opinion, all such petitions as we have mentioned ought to 
notice. They ought, we think, to set out with explaining 
how injuriously the public interests are affected by the 
insufficiency of the superior courts of law and equity, 
and the evils arising from the dispersion of such courts 
in different parts of the Metropolis, and their separation 
from their respective offices. They should show:— 

That the courts at Westminster and Lincoln’s-inn are in- 
conveniént in situation, of insufficient size, and destitute of 
proper and reasonable accommodation for the judges, officers, 
practitioners, jurymen, witnesses, and the public. 

That the evils complained of have greatly increased of 
late years, owing to legislative and other changes, the estab- 
lishment of new courts, and the appointment of additional 
judges, their officers, and clerks. 

at the practical working of the recent legislative enact- 
ments, which have given to the courts of common law and 
equity concurrent jurisdiction over certain matters in re- 











gard to which their powers were previously divided, would 
be greatly facilitated by bringing together all the superior 
courts, so as to afford opportunity for communication be- 
tween the judges, and the employment of the same counsel 
in similar cases in all the courts. 

That the concentration of all the courts, and of their 
various offices in a central position, adjacent to the offices of 
a large proportion of attorneys and solicitors, and in the 
immediate vicinity of the chambers of counsel, would facili- 
tate the despatch of business, and by the saving of time 
occasioned greatly promote the economy and efficiency of all 
legal proceedings. 

That a large proportion of the business of the courts is 
carried on at the chambers of the Judges, and by reason of 
such chambers being situated at a distance from the courts, 
the transaction of business is impeded, and much waste of 
time and increased expense is occasioned. 

That the site recommended by the Royal Commissioners 
in their report in July, 1860, known by the name of the 
Carey-street site, is by far the best site which has been 
suggested for the concentration thereon of the law courts and 
offices. 

That the recommendations of the select committee of 1840, 
1841, and 1845, all tended to the same end, and that the evi- 
dence taken before such committees was all but unanimous 
in the same direction. 

These seem to us to be the principal points which 
should be pressed upon the attention of the Legislature, 
and we cannot help thinking that it lies with the profes- 
sion, especially in the country, and especially now, on 
the eve of a general election, to bring these considera- 
tions so home to their respective representatives as to 
insure the defeat of any opposition similar to that which, 
in the hands of Mr. Selwyn, was so unfortunately suc- 
cessful in 1863. 

Tue SEVENTH Session of the Eighteenth Parliament 
of the United Kingdom was opened on Thursday last by 
Commission. The Queen’s Speech was one of more than 
uncommon interest to the profession, and a very unusual 

ortion thereof was occupied by notices of intending 
aw Reforms. Her Majesty was made to say,— 

Bills will be laid before you for the concentration of all 
the courts of law and equity, with their attendant offices, in 
a convenient site—a measure which her Majesty trusts will 
promote economy and dispatch in the administration of 
Justice. 

The important work for the revision of the statute law, 
already carried to a considerable extent by recent Acts of 
Parliament, will be completed by a bjll that will be laid be- 
fore you. Her Majesty hopes that this work may be a step 
towards the formation of a digest of the law. 

Bills will also be submitted for your consideration for the 
amendment of the laws relating to patents for inventions, 
and for conferring on the county courts an equitable juris- 
diction in causes of small amount. 

Your assistance will also be invited to give effect to certain 
recommendations made to the House of Commons, after in- 
quiry directed by that House, into the operation of the laws 
regulating the relief of the poor. 

A bill will be laid before you founded on the report of the 
commission for inquiring into public schools; and her Ma- 
jesty has directed that a commission shall be issued to in- 
quire into endowed and other schools in England, which 
have not been included in the recent inquiries relating te. 
popular education. 

Here we have most of the leading questions of interest 
to lawyers as such favourably noticed. Two important 
matters of reform are, however, “conspicuous by their 
absence:” of the hoped-for Bankruptcy Bill, and of the 
amendment in the manner of remunerating solicitors, 
not one word. 

THE FOLLOWING is the latest report we have of the 
procedure in the Yelverton case :— 

On this case being called to-day (4th February), 

The Lord President said the Court was very anxious to 
have this case decided this session, and wished to indicate 
some points on which it had occurred to their Lordships, in 
eaneeiied. that it was desirable to have some further 
argument. Of course he did not mean that the arguments 
were to be limited to the points he was about to indicate, 
but the points which the Court particularly wished to have 
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argued were the following :—In the first place, there was 
the question whether, in the course of proof, by reference to 
the oath of the party, there is any difference between re- 
ferring to the oath of the adversary in the course of the 
proof, and making reference to the oath of the adversary 
before the application of the judgment. That was one ques- 
tion which their Lordships would like to have thoroughly 
sifted. There were other matters which arose out of it. 
There were here, as it was forcibly put by the Solicitor- 
General, the interests of another party involved besides those 
in the case. Was it clear that the decision of the question 
between Miss Longworth— he should call her so at this stage 
of the matter—and Major Yelverton would be res judicata 
against Mrs. Forbes, to the effect of preventing her bringing 
an action of declarator at her own instance against Major 
Yelverton, and an action of putting to silence against Miss 
Longworth. The Court etched to hear how far their judg- 
ment upon this point would affect such an action as he had 
indicated if brought by Mrs, Forbes. Also, they wished to 
hear what would be the effect of the defender’s oath—sup- 
posing it to be conclusive in the present actions—what would 
be its effect es against Mrs. Forbes? Would it be binding as 
against her? All these matters required to be sifted carefully, 
and the Court should order that upon these points counsel 
should give in written arguments, to be interchanged on 
Tuesday week, and to be finally given in on the Tuesday 
following. 

All this, we may presume, has reference to the com- 
petency of tle proposed reference, and with the view of 
guiding the discretion of the Court in determining 
whether it ought to be allowed. We fully anticipate 
the result we have always predicted, and that Miss 
Longworth, while doing good service to the Seotch law 
by developing its principles, is not taking a course 
which can possibly result in any benefit to herself. It 
will be observed that the points mentioned by the Lord 
President have been ordered to be argued in writing. 
This is a remnant of the ancient procedure of the Court 
of Session, and it is often found useful in difficult cases. 
The pleadings or papers so presented to the Court are 
technically called “cases.” As a matter of historical 
interest, we may mention that such a mode of proceed- 
ing, although generally regarded here, and even in Scot- 
land, as peculiarly Scotch, was actually introduced into 
the practice of the Scotch Court by the commissioners, 
who, during the usurpation, were appointed by Crom- 
well in lieu of the displaced Scotch judges, and half of 
whom were English. Scotch legal antiquarians have 
suggested that the commissioners adopted this course of 
requiring legal argument in writing in consequence of 
their ignorance of the laws they were called upon to ad- 
minister, But, in fact, this was the only means by 
which the assistance of the most eminent advocates of 
the period could then be obtained, for, on account of the 
oath, called the “tender,” abjuring the Royal house of 
Stuart, these lawyers had retired from the bar, and 
could only be consulted in their chambers or private 
houses. In his preface to a volume of reports of the 
decisions of the Court of Session, published about the 
beginning of the last century, by Mr. William Forbes, 
a Scotch advocate, and for some time Professor of Law 
in the University of Glasgow, we find the following 
pithy remarks on the imputed ignorance and unfitness 
of Cromwell’s commissioners :— 

“The new judges (as all men ignorant of, or not con- 
cerned for, the laws of their country are) were filled with 
new schemes and rules for dispatch and administration of 
justice. They presided weekly by turns, and suppressed the 
outer-house, and, finding that they, being strangers to our 
laws and customs, could move the wheels of justice but 
heavily, they introduced the managing of debates in writing, 
that they might have more time to deliberate on their de- 
cisions, “nd indirectly have the assistance of the great 
lawyers, which written debates were drawn by the non-con- 
forming lawyers, and presented by men of less note at the 
bar.” 


Besides these “ cases,” the Court may, if it thinks fit, 
order further argument viva voce. Such learned and 
thorough examination of legal principles must, we can 








quite understand, often be of the greatest value, and, we 
doubt not, it might occasionally be of great service in 
our own courts, -___ 

ON THE HEARING OF A PETITION before the Master of 
the Rolls for the winding up of the Strand Music-hall 
Company, an incident occurred bringing to light 
a state of things which may serve as a caution 
to persons in trade dealing with public companies. 
It appeared that the comeny. was formed in 1862, 
with a subscribed capital of £15,146.The build- 
ing of the hall was commenced, and sums of money 
were borrowed from time to time amounting in the 
whole to £35,050, and, besides, the company be- 
came indebted to simple contract creditors to the 
amount of nearly £10,000. No less than thirty actions 
had been brought against the company, which was hope- 
lessly insolvent. 

The order for winding up having been made, a very 
respectable looking man stepped into the body of the 
court, and, addressing his Honour, said— May it please 


your Honour, I am a very poor creditor, and, I dare 
say, the last victim of the Strand Music-hall. I made a 


quantity of tables for them, and I was told I should be 
paid in cash ; it was stated so in the letter giving the 
order. I delivered the tables, and applied for payment. 
T was bandied about from pillar to post, and have not 
received one farthing; it has been the ruin of myself 
and family, and I have no money left to carry on my 
business.” 

The Master of the Rolls—You may yet be paid, 
when the affairs of the company are wound upon. 

The Creditor.—I am told I shall not; it is the ruin 
of my family. I was distinctly told I should be paid in 
cash. 

His Honour.—I cannot help you further. 

The Creditor—If it had been a simple single indi- 
vidual he would have been brought before a magistrate. 

Although we cannot agree with this unfortunate cre- 
ditor that any offence which, in an individual, would 
have been indictable (which is what we presume he 
means), is shown in this case; yet it is not difficult to 
conceive many circumstances in which an individual 
obtaining goods on the eve of his bankruptcy might 
render himself criminally liable, when a company doing 
the like could not be touched. Of course this arises 
solely out of the division of responsibility incident to a 
board of direction and a staff of managers and clerks, 
and therefore must be taken as irremediable. But if a 
company be thus placed out of the reach of the arm of 
the criminal law, it is all the more reason why every 
prudent man should refuse such companies credit ; if 
caveat emptor he a good rule in ordinary sales, as ap- 
plied to the quality of the article purchased, caveat 
vendor is a maxim no less pertinent to dealings with 
limited companies, and we would freely translate it by 
* Trust none of them.” 





Wk HAVE RECEIVED A PAMPHLET by Mr. Hopley, the 
well-known schoolmaster, who has now been twice 
before the public—once, when he was convicted of the 
manslaughter of young Cancellor, and again, as respon- 
dent in a suit for judicial separation. The pamphlet in 
question, which is called “A Cry for Justice,” consists 
mainly of the speech delivered to the jury on the second 
occasion, So far as that speech deals in assertion, and 
such is largely the case, it was, of course, impossible for 
the jury, and would be improper for us, to attach any 
weight to it; we are, therefore, unable to form any 
opinion whether the powerful—we had almost said irre- 
sistible—physiological argument which constitutes the 
main ground of defence is founded in truth or not; and 
we do not, of course, give any credence to the grave 
charges then made against his brother-in-law; but the 
wife’s letters, which are evidence of the very best kind 
to the matter in issue, show, we think, conclusively, that 
if the acts complained of, or any of them, ever im fact 
took place, they were not merely “condoned,” but were 
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not at the time felt to be cruel. It is impossible to 
believe that any woman who thought she had been 
treated cruelly by her husband could have written 
such letters. What change her mind we cannot, of 
course, guess, but that it did change, and that at the 
last moment, is undeniable, though we cannot bring our- 
selves to believe that the change was brought about for 
the purpose, as suggested in the ery, of purchasing the 
support of her brothers for the maintenance of herself 
and children. 

On the “unhappy affair at Eastbourne” we do not care 
to speak; we do not believe that the public are likely 
to be as good judges of the facts now as the jury were 
at the time of the trial, and we decline to constitute 
ourselves a court of criminal appeal. We may, however, 
remark that to those who are inclined to re-open this 


buried question, the letter of Professor Erichsen, which | 


is published at page 134, will suggest matter for serious 
doubt and consideration. 





THE CoMMISSIONERS under the Sheflield Water- 
works Act, 1865, were lately before the public as defen- 
dants in an action, by a claimant for compensation in 


respect of damage sustained by the inundation last year. | 


The claimant had obtained a rule for a mandamus against 
the Commissioners under the Act, which was afterwards 
made absolute in terms directing them to hear and de- 


termine whether an agreement made between the com- , 
we understand, selected by the Government as their 


pany 
fraudulent anc 
Sheffield, or either of them, and, if so, then to assess and 
award the damage sustained by Stone, as if such agree- 
ment had not been entered into. 

Our readers will recollect that, after the inundation, 
a fund was raised by public subscription for the relief of 
the sufferers by the inundation, and this fund was at once 
distributed amongst the sufferers, but, as it was intended 
that the relief so granted should be in respect of what 


and ery Stone, the claimant, was or was not 


void against Stone and the Mayor of | 


the relief of the sufferers by the Sheffield waterworks 
inundation, will be permitted to be applied, by any 
contrivance or agreement, towards saving the company 
from any, even the smallest, portion of their legitimate 
liabilities, —_— 

AT A MEETING OF BENCHERS of the several inns of 
court, held on Tuesday, Mr. Macaulay, Q.C., M.P., in 
the chair, it was decided, by « majority of 12 to 11, 
that ordained clergymen should be henceforward eligible 
for call to the bar. The occasion which gave rise to the 
consideration of this question in this formal manner was 
the call to the bar, in last Trinity Term, by the benchers 
of the Inner Temple, of Mr. Francis Lascelles, who, 
having been an ordained clergyman of the Church of 
England, had renounced his ecclesiastical preferment 
and joined the ranks of the Church of Rome. 


Tue Hovse or Lorps will, it is understood, com- 
mence hearing appeals on Monday next. The list 
contains 61 causes and eight peerage cases. There are 
nine appeals from the Court of Chancery, England; 14 
from the Exchequer Chamber; two from the Divorce 
Cowt ; the celebrated case of Doglioni v. Crispin, the 
Portuguese Will case, from the Court of Probate, which 
is expected to last for several days; 14 from the Court 
of Session in Scotland, and 5 from the Irish Court of 
Chancery. 

Mr. Joun Grorce Dopson, M.P., who has been, as 





nominee for the post of Chairman of Commitiees in the 
House of Commons, in the room of Mr. Massey, now 
Financial Minister of India, is the eldest son of the late 
Sir John Dodson, Dean of the Court of Arches. He 
vas born in 1825, and was educated at Christ Church, 
Oxford, where he graduated in 1847, taking a first-class 
in classics. He was called to the bar by the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn in 1851. He represents the 
Eastern Division of the county of Sussex in the House 


of Commons. — 
WE UNDERSTAND that the dignity of Queen’s Counsel 
will forthwith be conferred upon Mr. Clement Milward 


they could not recover from the company, and that per- 
sons should not receive relief twice over, devices of 





various descriptions were resorted to for effecting the 
object in view—viz., the repayment to the fund of the 
amount given for relief out of any sum received from the 
company by way of compensation. In many cases notes 
of hand were taken from the sufferers, payable to the 
mayor ; in other cases, as in the case of Stone, deeds of 
assignment were taken, and, upon receiving relief, Stone 
had executed such a deed, assigning to the mayor an equal 
amount out of whatever he might receive for compen- 
sation. Stone’s claim was sent in for £45, and was 
ultimately allowed at £37 10s. What next happened 
appears to have been an attempt on the 

effield Waterworks Company to take advantage of 
the liberality of the subscribers to the relief fund for 
the purposes of diverting to their own pockets the 
money intended for the relief of individual distress. 
Stone was asked to sign duplicate agreements in the 
form supplied by the schedule to the Act, but in those 
agreements the sum inscribed was £7 10s.—that is the 
difference between £30 and £37 10s.—and, aecording to 
his account, he was told that the £30 was to be paid to 
the mayor. When the mayor, however, applied to the 
company for the £30, a ep? eager took place, 
wherein the company disputed the validity of the as- 
signments, and declined to pay the £30, or any part of 
it, to the mayor, declaring that they had entered into a 
final settlement with the claimant, which they deemed 
to be conclusive. 

It is of great importance that the pure stream of 
charity in this country should continue to flow copiously 
and readily, and that nothing should occur to render the 
public distrustful or suspicious, Any attempt to direct 
money, subscribed fora particular object into a channel for 
which it is not intended, must be looked upon as most 
reprehensible, and, therefore, without reference to the 
merits of this case, be they what they may, we venture 
to express a hope that none of the money intended for 


of the | 





and Mr. T. Webster, of the Northern Circuit; upon Mr. 
Hardinge Giffard, of the South Wales Circuit; Mr. 
Joseph Brown, of the Home Circuit; and Sir Thomas 
Phillips, of the Parliamentary bar; and that it is in- 
tended at the same time to admit Mr. E. C. Robinson, 
of the Home Circuit, to the degree of the coif. There 
are also floating rumours of the promotion of two gen- 
tlemen of the Equity bar, but they have not reached us 
from any authentic source. 





WE HEAR THAT THE Hon. Witut1AmM Broprick, Bar- 
rister, of Lincoln’s-inn, a son of Viscount Midleton, 
intends offering himself as a candidate for the represen- 
tation of East Surrey at the next election. 





Str Francis Brapy, Chief Justice of Newfoundland, 
is at present in Ireland. Sir Francis was a member of 
the Irish Bar, and was part author of a work,* which, 
until the passing of the Civil Bills Act, was a standard 
authority on the practice. 

THE VACANCY in the bench of the Court of Common 
Pleas has been filled up by the appoiutment of Montague 
Smith, Esq., Q.C., M.P. for Truro, to the office. 





Tue Richt HoNoURABLE JAMES ANTHONY Lawson, 
the new Attorney-General for [reland, was called to the 
Bar in 1840 (E. T.), and obtained a silk gown in January, 
1857. Mr. Lawson was a scholar of Trinity College, 
Dublin, at which university he obtained a fair, but by 
no means remarkable, amount of distinction. He gradu- 
ated in 1837 as third senior moderator in Ethics and 
Logies, the first place having been obtained by Mr. 
Robert Warren, and the second by Dr. Ringwood, the 
head master of Dungannon School, who was also 

* O'Donnell and Brady on Civil balls. 
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first senior moderator in classics. In 1841, on the 
expiration of the professoriate of Mr. Butt, the pre- 
sent member of Parliament for Youghall, he was the 
successful candidate for the post of Whately Pro- 
fessor of Political Economy in the University of Dub- 
lin, a chair in which he was succeeded by William 
Neilson Hancock, Esq., since distinguished as_secre- 
tary to various Royal commissions. On commen- 
cing practice at the bar he joined the Leinster circuit, 
where he soon got together an extensive business, 
but for some years past his practice has been almost ex- 
clusively confined to the courts of equity. At the 
general election in 1857, he contested the represen- 
tation of the University of Dublin, in the interest of the 
Government, and though unsuccessful, was considered 
to have established “a claim upon the Castle.” He 
succeeded Mr. Justice O’Brien as third Serjeant and Law- 
Adviser to the Castle, and upon Mr, O’Hagan’s promotion 
to the post of Attorney-General, was advanced by Lord 
Carlisle to the Solicitor-Generalship. His appointment 
has, in one not unimportant respect, the charm of 
novelty. Mr. Lawson is the first Protestant Attorney- 
General Lord Palmerston has had in Ireland. His 
attainments as a lawyer are sufficiently attested by his 
position at the bar, and the high value set upon his 
opinion and his advocacy. There is in the character of 
the Attorney-General a combination which, though com- 
mon in Great Britain, is rare in Ireland. He is at once 
a Protestant and a Liberal ; tolerant and catholic in his 
spirit, yet firm in his attachment to his religious prin- 
ciples. A man of that stamp can do immense good in 
the post which he has now been called upon to fill. 


Ir tHE LONDON CORRESPONDENT of the Inverness 
Courier be well advised, it appears* that a suggestion 
made lately in this Journal was nearer its accomplish- 
ment than we imagined. He says :— 

t is understood that Mr. Walter’s object is to convert the 
three times a-week journal into a daily journal—in other 
words, to publish an evening Z'imes, with all the readable 
parts of the morning paper, and all the news of the day, for 
apenny. Of the success of such a speculation there can be 
no doubt. At present the proprietors of the Standard and 
the Morning Star derive a large portion of their profits from 
the sale of their evening editions. In the most ordinary 
cases the sale of each paper ranges from 10,000 to 15,000 an 
evening, so great is the desire of persons returning home 
from their daily avocations to take the latest news with 
them ; and on any great event, such as a murder or an ¢xe- 
cution, the sale of each rises to about 30,000. This isa 
source of revenue which I need not say even the 7'imes cannot 
afford to despise. 

This is so, no doubt, but if this had been done, how 
far would the Platts, or any of them, have shared in 
the benefit ? a 

THe Report o¥ THE CaAsE of The Queen v. Rumball, 
which will be found elsewhere in our columns, will be 
read with great regret. We are at a loss which to con- 
sider the most reprehensible: the flippant haste in 
which the jury disposed of a question of such grave con- 
sequence, or the indecent exhibition of party feeling 
which followed the verdict. 





Tue Riant Honourasite THomaAs O’HAGAN, now 
fourth Justice of the Court of Common Pleas in Dublin, 
was called to the bar in 1836, and raised to the rank of 
Queen’s Counsel in February, 1849. For some years he 
had been chairman of the county Longford, by the 
gentry of which he was (upon the occasion of his promo- 

ion to the chairmanship of the county Dublin) presented 
with an address expressive of their respect and admira- 
tion of his judicial qualities, and of his kindly and 
courteous demeanour. He was appointed in 1859 to 
the Serjeantcy vacated by the promotion of Mr. (now 
Baron) Deasy to the Solicitor-Generalship. In the 
beginning of 1861 he succeeded the last-named judge in 
the office of Solicitor-General, and somewhat later in the 
*9 Sol. Jour., 253, 








same year, upon the appointment of Mr. Deasy to the 
place he now fills in the Exchequer on the resignation 
of Mr. Baron Greene, Mr. O'Hagan became Attorney- 
General and a member of the Privy Council. In 1863 
Mr. Daniel O’Connell, Member of Parliament for Tralee, 
was appointed Commissioner of Income Tax, and Mr. 
Attorney-General O’Hagan was elected to fill the vacancy 
in the representation thus created. Mr. Justice O'Hagan 
possesses all the qualifications for an excellent jud, e, 
and all the claims to be elevated to the bench. He did 
not owe his advancement solely to the circumstance— 
all important as that now has become at the Irish bar— 
that he had the good fortune to be a Roman Catholic. 
He rose steadily in his profession by his talents, his in- 
industry, his energy, and at every step of his career he 
won the good-will and esteem of all parties by his 
honourable, gentlemanlike, and kindly bearing, by the 
winning grace of manner, and benevolence of disposition 
which secures friendship and disarms envy. This was 
proved in a striking manner in the address which was 
presented to him upon his promotion by the magistrates 
of the county of Dublin, most of whom differed from him 
in religion and politics. Mr. O'Hagan is more than an 
able lawyer, more than an accomplished orator; he is 
a statesman and a political economist, and we feel con- 
fident that he will ascend the bench with the approval 
and good-will of the whole community, without distine- 
tion of sect or party. 

EpwarpD SvuLLIvAN, Esq., the new Solicitor-General 
for Ireland, has had an exceptionably rapid professional 
success, After a distinguished university course, in 
which he gave promise of “the stuff that was in him” 
in many ways, and peculiarly in his address as auditor 
of the College Historical Society, he was called to the bar 
in Michaelmas Term, 1848, and joined the Munster Cir- 
cuit, on which he very soon obtained extensive business. 
In May, 1858, he obtained a silk gown from Lord Chan- 
cellor Napier. On Mr, Serjeant Fitzgibbon’s appointment 
as Receiver Master in 1860, the vacant coif was offered, 
unsolicited, by Lord Carlisle, to the rising young lawyer, 
who, besides having large business in Chancery, has 
been brought in as special counsel to almost every im- 

ortant record lately at trial in the law courts. He has 
deen, On one side or the other, in Thelwall v. Yelverton, 
in Lord Egmont v. Sir Lionel Darell, in Rosborough v. 
Rosborough, in Bartlett v. Lewis, in Travers v. Sir 
William Wilde, &c., and on all occasions he has dis- 
played the utmost vigour, the most remarkable skill in 
cross-examination, and consummate address in the con- 
duct of his case. As Law-Adviser to the Castle, he has 
also taken part in the more important Crown prosecu- 
tions which have taken place on the different circuits. 
Notwithstanding his youth (Mr. Sullivan’s age is only 
forty-three), therefore, the new Solicitor-General takes 
his elevated position with the full approbation of the 
profession generally. 

Mr. Sullivan has canvassed the electors of his native 
town (Mallow, county Cork), and has pledged himself to 
contest the seat at the coming general election. It is 
understood that Mr. Lawson will address the electors of 
Portarlington. This course has, at least, the merit of that 
boldness which we are told, on the authority of “the 
poet,” that “Fortune favours ;” as both the threatened seats 
are now in the hands of the enemy, so that, should either 
be won, it is a vote gained to the Government, and 
should, as is at least equally probable, both be lost, 
still the party is no worse off than before. Both the 
new law officers are members of the established Church. 





THE MINOR APPOINTMENTS consequent on the promo- 
tion of Mr. Justice O'Hagan have at last been made. 
As we anticipated, the Solicitor-General is succeeded in 
the post of law-adviser by Mr. Charles Barry, Q.C., 
whose offices of Crown Prosecutor at the Recorder’s 
Court, and Crown Prosecutor for Kerry, have been filled 
by Mr. James Murphy (son-in-law of Mr. Justice Keogh) 
and Mr. George Waters respectively, while the vacant 





lis 








eb. 11,1865. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 301 





coif has been conferred on Sir Colman O’Loghlan, Q.C., 
M.P., who is succeeded as Crown Prosecutor for the 
county and city of Cork, by Mr. James Green and Mr. 
Philip Keogh, respectively ; appointments to which no 
reasonable exception can be taken, albeit they smack 
somewhat of the famous “ take care of Dowb.” 





Mr. Isaac Burt, Q.C., M.P., has paired till after 
Easter, in order to remain in Dublin for the after sittings, 
and to attend the Munster circuit. 





Ir Is sTaTED that Mr. Serjeant Howley has tendered 
his resignation as Chairman of the county of Tipperary, 
a position which he has held for nearly 30 years. Two 
appointments are thus placed at the disposal of the 

overnment, as it is intended to appoint separate chair- 
men for the two ridings of the county of Tipperary. 





Tue BencHeERs of the Hon. Society of the Middle 
Temple have determined to commemorate the enrol- 
ment of his Royal Highness the Prince of Wales in their 
Inn by placing a full-length portrait of his Royal High- 
ness in his robes as a Master of the Bench in one of the 
Lage apartments of the society ; and at a Parlia- 
ment holden on the 27th January, 1865, it has been re- 
solved that the portrait, when painted, shall be placed 
in the library. The selection of the artist is left to his 
Royal Highness himself, and a subscription list for de- 
fraying the expenses has already been numerously signed. 


INSOLVENCY OF RAILWAY COMPANIES. 

The subject placed at the head of this article suggests 
many reflections in connection with it of various degrees 
and kinds of interest as well to the lawyer as to the 
general public. Its interest has hitherto been, for the 
most part, speculative, for few instances (if any, other 
than that presently to be mentioned) have occurred in 
which a railway actually constructed has been wound up 
as insolvent, but very recently a case of this kind has 
arisen, and is still in progress, in Ireland, which has 
rendered practical the discussion of the various questions 
above alluded to. 

The case to which we refer has been already noticed 
in our columns,* it is that of the Bagnalstown and 
Wexford Railway Company. We do not here pur- 
pose to recapitulate the facts, which are fully stated in 
the report of the case; they may for the present purpose 
be briefly summed up as follows:—The railway company 
had, by Act of Parliament, been empowered to borrow 
money on mortgage, and had done so, but had failed in 
paying the interest, and the mortgagee having vainly 
attempted to obtain payment, summoned the company 
under the 156th section of the Irish Bankrupt and In- 
solvent Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict.c. 60), and thus obtained 
the commission of an act of bankruptcy, and proceeded to 
petition for adjudication. The judge held that the trading, 
the act of bankruptcy, and the petitioning creditor’s debt 
were all established; and, there being nothing in the Act 
to exclude its application to railway or other trading com- 
panies, whether incorporated by Act of Parliament or 
not, and nothing in the company’s special Act exempting 
it from the general obligations and sanctions of the law 
in this respect, he felt himself bound to make the adjudica- 
tion, and his order was, on appeal, confirmed by the Court 
of Appeal in Chancery. 

The novelty of the proceeding seems to have struck 
many of our Irish fellow-subjects with alarm as well as 
surprise, and an impression seems to have prevailed, which 
has even found expression in the House of Lords, that 
the bankruptcy of the company would involve of neces- 
sity that the liability of shareholders should be extended 
to cover all the deficiencies of the company’s assets; for 
such an apprehension we need hardly say we can see no 
valid foundation. Though the machinery of the Court 
of Bankruptcy be put in motion for the purpose of wind- 


* 9 Sol. Jour. 200. 








ing up the company, that Court must still act with full 
regard to the relations and rights of the parties, as esta- 
blished by law, it can only require contributions from 
shareholders according to their contracts and liabilities 
to contribute, as those contracts and liabilities are limited 
or defined by law; and the law is the same, in so far as it 
defines the rights of the parties, whether the company be 
solvent or insolvent, though, in so far as it provides 
remedies for enforcing their rights, it departs, in a case 
of bankruptcy, from its normal course. In fact, whether 
in bankruptcy or in any other form of winding up, the 
law can treat a railway company incorporated by Act of 
Parliament only as insolvent as a corporation; its share- 
holders are only, so far as contribution goes, debtors to the 
company for the specified amount of the shares taken by 
them respectively, and can only be called on to pay to 
the bankrupt what they owe him, just as if the company 
were physically, as it is legally, a distinct person; and 
this conception of legal personalty must, we submit, 
govern the whole course of the proceedings, and furnishes 
a sufficient guide for the direction of the Court in ad- 
ministering the rights of the property under the bank- 
ruptcy; indeed, it is specially enacted by the statute 
in question, that the bankruptcy of the company shall 
not be the bankruptcy of any of its members. In ad- 
vancing this clear opinion, we have gone further than 
the court of appeal felt itself called upon to go, but 
its reticence seems to have been the result of judicial 
caution, which induced it to refrain from prejudicing a 
point which might come thereafter before it in its 
judicial capacity. When, indeed, we come to consider 
the clauses as to certificate and the personal duties of the 
bankrupt, it is then that the inapplicability of the bank- 
rupt law to the case of a company seems most glaring, 
and difficulties may no doubt arise in determining how 
the Court should act in administering this part of its 
functions, wherever the matter is not provided for by 
distinct enactment, which in most respects it is; but it 
fortunately happens that this part of the law becomes to 
the public comparatively unimportant. 

The law in England, both as to railway companies and 
to bankruptcy generally is, it need hardly be remarked, 
different from that in Ireland, and the difficulties last 
mentioned cannot occur in England, simply because a 
company cannot now be made a bankrupt there, or dealt 
with under the bankruptcy statutes, but is as a company 
subject to a special code; upon this head we need say no 
more than to reiterate the general and oft-repeated re- 
mark, on which we have dwelt more than once at length, 
that it is a pity that whatever system is the best 
should not, in this as in all other cases, be adopted for 
both countries, and if one be as good as the other, then it 
is pity that they should not be assimilated, for the mere 
advantage of assimilation would in itself be of consider- 
able importance; indeed, this is only echoing the remark 
of the Lord Justice on the matter in the case in questior, 

Having so far called attention to the strictly legal as- 
pects of this case, we are struck by some other considera- 
tions which affect the general public. The question of 
Government interference in the railway system is begin- 
ning to excite considerable public attention and interest, 
and plans are said to be in contemplation for the general 
purchase by the State of all the railways in the kingdom. 
The following statement has lately appeared in a publi- 
cation of some authority on such matters:— 

“Tt is said that Government seriously contemplate 
taking some action under the Railway Act of 1844, which 
empowers them, on certain terms, to buy up more or less 
of the railway property in the country. A sclect com- 
mittee will, in all probability, investigate the question 
next session; but it is competent to the Treasury, under 
the Act mentioned, to effect purchases at the proper time 
without resorting to fresh powers from the Legislature. 
As, however, the requisite three months’ notice connot be 
given to any company until the 25th of October next, it 
follows that no purchase of railway property by the State 
can be effected until the 25th of January, 1866. This 














302 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





Feb. 11,1865. 








delay will probably redound to the advantage of the 
better placed companies, and be disadvantageous to the 
Government. The scale of purchase is fixed by the Act 
‘upon payment of a sum equal to twenty-five years’ pur- 
chase of the annual divisible profits, estimated on the 
average of the three then next preceding years.’ It 
appears probable that the Government would make the 
experiment with one or two main lines more stable in 
character in the first instance. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer is said to see a source of revenue in the trans- 
action which might admit of a prospective reduction of 
other burdens.” 

Such a measure would, of course, require mature study 
and consideration before finally committing ourselves to 
an advocacy either for or against it; all that we need say 
on it at present is, that it would require to be very care- 
fully framed to avoid dangers of a very serious nature. 
We are no friends of the existing system of railway ad- 
ministration. The evils of bureaucracy in its worst form 
we do actually suffer from at present under that system, 
with this aggravation, that while a Government bureau 
would, in theory at least, be subject to some restraint in 
Parliament, the existing bureaus are subject to none— 
nay, are encouraged in their oppressive conduct by the 
only body (the shareholders) whose opinions they regard. 

It is absurd in the case of railways to talk of freedom 
of trade; the very essence of a railway is a monopoly. 
Compulsory powers are given to acompany, and thus an 
artificial monopoly is added to the natural monopoly 
which is involved in the necessity of an enormous 
capital for the carrying of the enterprise into effect. 
Practically, at all events, when a railway is once in 
existence, every other means of transit becomes impos- 
sible; you must, if you wish to travel, travel by the 
railway. Even if you are wealthy enough to command 
your own carriage and horses, posting-houses and places 
of entertainment for travellers vanish from their former 





seats; and this brings us strikingly face to face with | 


another difficulty suggested by the case above-mentioned. 
What is to be the consequence when a company, becoming 
insolvent, is unable to carry on its business, and to work 
its line at a profit ? What is the duty of the state in 
régard to such a state of things? May it not be fairly 
argued that, on the passing of a railway Act, and the 
construction of a railway under it, the public has ac- 
quired an absolute right of way over the line, with 
reasonable accommodation for such a purpose, subject to 
the payment of reasonable tolls, and the compliance with 
reasonable conditions, and is not the State bound to take 
sufficient security that the public shall have this right, 
and enjoy it undisturbed, before sanctioning such an in- 
fringement of the rights of property, and such an inter- 
ference with public right as is involved in sanctioning a 
railway bill? Is not the affirmation of this proposition 
involved in the standing clause relative to Parliamentary 
trains, a clause which was stated last session in Parlia- 
ment to have had the effect of forcing several country 
lines in Ireland to work at a loss? If these questions be 
answered affirmatively, and there is at least much to be 
said in support of the thesis, would it not follow that on 
failure of the company authorised to carry on the enter- 
prise, the State is bound to find a substitute for that 
company, or to carry on the enterprise itself ? The only 
defence that can be urged for the interference offered in 
passing any railway Act is, the common benefit thereby 
purporting to besecured to the public. But if this bene- 
fit is not secured in perpetuity, the interference offered is 
irremediable, and neither the private persons whose 
rights of property are infringed, nor the public, can be 
reinstated in their former position after the railway has 
once been made; the infringement, therefore, being irre- 
trievable, the compensating advantage ought to be per- 
petual. 

Then comes the difficulty, how can a company be com- 
pelled to work its line at a loss, even if it were right to 
attempt such compulsion? Take the case of the railway in 
South Wales (whose name we purposely omit, but the facts 


are well known to the railway world), where the rails have 
been taken up and sold, and the line abandoned. Does any, 
and what, remedy exist ? So long as the line will pay its 
working expenses, it will always be possible to find some 
person or body of persons who shall be willing to work it, 
even without any pecuniary profits; but if once the very 
working involves a constantly increasing loss, who will 
consent to work the line and keep it in repair? There only 
remains the alternative that the State should either sub- 
sidise some person or body to do so, or should do so itself, 
otherwise it is not easy to see how we are to provide for 
the management and working of the line. 

On the other hand, the objections to State interference 
are not few nor contemptible. If this interference be con- 
fined to the cases where it is needed, it will, ea hypothesi, 
involve a heavy increase of taxation; if it be extended 
to every line in the kingdom, profitable or otherwise, it 
will greatly check railway extension, by making it the 
duty of the Exchequer to oppose any projected railway 
not likely to “pay.” Now, there are but few lines—we 
know but of two, besides the one whose case has given 
rise to this article—which do not pay their working 
expenses; but there is a very numerous class which do not 
pay any appreciable dividend on their share capital, 
which, therefore, no Government would agree to con- 
struct or undertake, but which, for local purposes and by 
local funds, are projected and carried through at a dead 
loss of capital, and yet afford as decided public accom- 
dation as the London and North-Western itself. 

A further question, and that of no light importance, 
arises out of the enormous increase of Government patron- 
age which would be involved in the scheme. The amount 
of influence already exercised by the Secretary to the Trea- 
sury is not seldom a serious public evil, and to intrust 
the State with the administration of all the railways in 
the kingdom would fearfully aggravate this evil. 

These difficulties open a large field for speculation ; 
but one remark is sufficiently obvious, though our Legis- 
lature will persist in ignoring it: it is this—that railway 
bills ought not to be sanctioned without a real and bond 


| fide thorough examination of their probable chances of 


being worked, at least, at a sufficient revenue to pay 
for their working expenses, and to keep them, when 
made, in thorough repair; and without a rational cer- 
tainty that they will produce, at least, a sufficient revenue 
for such purposes; and, moreover, proper security should 
be enforced that the capital of the company be bond fide 
and properly subscribed, paid up, and applied to the 
proper purposes of the company, and that its receipts be 
properly allocated, and not used in puffing its shares or 
swelling its nominal dividends, until its legitimate busi- 
ness be first thoroughly provided for. 

This last requirement is now attempted by the system 


| of “ Parliamentary deposit,” but the plan is not so effi- 





cient as might be desired. 





QUACKERY. 

The conviction of Wray alias Henery aroused the 
virtuous indignation of the British press to a degree 
that is inexplicable, as the offence of which he has been 
found guilty has been known to have been committed 
daily by the hundreds of quacks who carry on their ne- 
farious but profitable practice in London and every town 
in the kingdom, and asthe proprietors of the newspapers 
that have been loudest in his condemnation, and in 
the expression of indignation, have not hesitated to give to 
his advertisements, and those of others of the same class, a 
place in their pages. How few of our daily papers can 
be safely admitted into the family circle, owing to the 
highly objectionable nature of the advertisements of 
these quacks, by which alone they are enabled to live. 
If their advertisements were refused admission in the 
newspapers, half their trade would be gone. It is said 
that one London quack alone spends £10,000 a year upon 
his advertisements. This circumstance is itself enough 
to show how profitable a business this must be; and we 
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recently heard of a case which explains the manner in 
which it is made so. 

A nervous gentleman—so runs the tale—was induced 
to consult one of these fellows on a subject of extreme 
delicacy; the quack, seeing with whom he had to do, left 


the room mysteriously, and returned with a glass of stag- | 


nant water, into which he made this poor nervous man 
look with a magnifying glass, and, perceiving therein all 
kinds of creeping things, he became very much alarmed. 
The quack, seizing the opportunity, assured his patient 
that what he saw was the cause of his complaint, and 
that there was no man in London able to cure him but 
himself, and he refused to prescribe until he was paid 
£500, and a cheque was immediately drawn for the 
amount. How he worked upon the nervous fears of this 
poor man can be well imagined, into whose purse he con- 
trived, there can be little doubt, to dip still deeper. 

Now, we do not imagine that the refusal of their adver- 
tisements would absolutely deprive these gentry of the 
publicity which is essential to them, but it would deprive 
them of that kind of recommendation which an adver- 
tisement in a respectable newspaper conveys to the mind 
of the ignorant and unreflecting, who very often imagine 
that the proprietor of a high-class newspaper would not 
admit into his columns an advertisement if he did not 
know something of the character of the advertiser. The 
description of persons fitted to be their victims being very 
well known to them, and their whereabouts, in whatever 
locality they are to be found, the post will be made the 
medium of conveying their filthy advertisements to their 
dupes. But then this mode of advertisement is within the 
grasp of the law. There is another mode of advertisement 
to which they resort—viz., the distribution of their works 
at the public museums, to the annoyance and disgust of 
those who frequent our leading thoroughfares. This, too, 
can be suppressed by the strong arm of the law. Surely 
that which Lord Campbell’s Act has done with regard to 
obscene prints, can be done in the case of obscene publi- 
cations, and the exhibitions of loathsome and disgusting 
figures and busts. 

No quack is permitted to practise in France. When a 
man is about to commence the practice of medicine in 
any town there, he is obliged to present to the mayor, or 
other authority of the town, his diplomas, and if they 
are not en regic, he is not allowed to open his practice. 
The result is, that the public health and the purses of 
individuals are alike protected. Why cannot that which 
is done in France be done in England ? 

Doubtless there is this grave difficulty. According to 
our English mode of thinking, it is a serious and 
generally reprehensible interference with the liberty 
of the subject to extinguish a profitable trade, as 
this is, by legislative enactment, and there must be a 
very clear and cogent case of public benefit to com- 
pensate us for the sacrifice of personalliberty. ‘ What,” 
say the objectors, and not without force, “interfere 
with the right of a British subject to make any contract 
respecting his own pocket or health that in his own dis- 
cretion he himself may please ? Why should the Legis- 
lature interfere to protect men against their own folly ? 
In seeking to suppress these publications, we may prevent 
scientific and medical inquiry. Why should we, in effect, 
revive an obsolete monopoly ? This would be a gross, 
wanton, and un-English interference with that which is 
most dear to us—our free, uncontrolled, unfettered 
liberty;” and so forth. And it is not enough to say that 
similar objections may be and have been made to every 
project of reform brought under the consideration of 
the Legislature, and that, nevertheless, the reforms have 
been effected with advantage to the public. The real ques- 
tion at issue here is not whether the arbitrary suppression 
of these quacks would or not be a public benefit—no 
one can deny that it would be so, except the quacks 
themselves—but whether there is or not involved in 
this suppression a principle so fraught with danger as 
to render its adoption a greater evil than the nuisance it 
is desired to suppress. We cannot deny that to watch 
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over the moral conduct of the population by law savours 
somewhat suspiciously of “ paternal government.’”’ When 
the New England colonists declared adultery to be a 
crime punishable with the pillory, few people in this 
country doubted that, however excellent the morality of 
the statute in question, it was, practically, tyrannical. 
The question for us, then, is, have we, declamation apart, 
a right to prevent the open exercise of this most 
“noxious trade ?”” and we do not hesitate to say that we 
have. 

Why is cheating a criminal offence ? Because it is 
the duty of law to protect property, and cheating 
is an invasion of the rights of property. Is it, then, less 
the duty of law to prevent the weak and credulous 
from being deceived out of their health, which is pro- 
perty, and made furthermore to pay their money for that 
which cannot be taken to be “ valuable consideration.” 
Moreover, public decency is within the proper scope of 
the law, and these exhibitions and advertisements offend 
against public decency. 

We admit freely that the task is not an easy one; but 
that is no reason why the attempt should not be made. 
Lord Campbell, in dealing with the Holyweil-street 
obscenities, had similar difficulties to encounter, yet he 
made the attempt, and practically succeeded in his 
object. 

The failure of the Medical Registration Act to suppress 
these evils is another proof of the necessity of a public 
prosecutor. The medical council consider, and probably 
with justice, that they are not called upon to institute 
proceedings, at their own risk, against quacks, who, by 
their assumed titles, hold themselves out to the public, 
who have no means of knowing better, as duly-qualified 
medical practitioners; and a kind of sanction is believed 
to be added to this representation by the appearance of 
their advertisements in respectable newspapers. As the 
law at present stands, there is no person or body com- 
pelled to prosecute. 

The first step necessary sounds a strong one, but it is 
really right on principle. Let it be made a misdemeanour 
to assume the title or qualification of a medical man, 
unless authorised by the diploma of some recognised or 
legalised body or institution; then appoint a public 
officer bound to institute legal proceedings against all 
persons who violate the law in this respect, on a proper 
primd facie case being shown; next prohibit any man 
from practising medicine in any place until his diplomas 
have been submitted to some magistrate, and a proper 
opportunity afforded for any person who may be so 
minded to test their genuineness. Let the presentation 
of a false diploma be declared a misdemeanour, and 
power of summary conviction (subject to the right cf 
appeal) given to the magistrates; next the magistrates 
should be invested with power to close those museums 
that disgrace our leading thoroughfares, wherever found, 
and the provisions of Lord Campbell’s Act should be ex- 
tended to the circulation of those filthy publications. 

This latter is, perhaps, the most difficult branch of the 
subject, because it may fairly be said, where is the line 
to be drawn between a scientific and a filthy publication? 
Many duly-qualified practitioners devote themselves to the 
treatment of what are called “ secret diseases,” and write 
skilful treatises upon thesubject. This is unquestionably 
so, and, while there is no necessity for the public to read 
these books, it is as absolutely necessary that the profession 
should be in possession of them as of any other medical 
works. They must therefore be advertised in the usual 
style in which other learned books are offered to the pro- 
fession, but not otherwise; and it may well be confided to 
the authorised tribunals to deal with the authors of such 
works, and to say, under all the circumstances of each 
case, whether the advertisement was or not a legitimate 
one, and, if not, then to treat it as a misdemeanour. 

It is not necessary here to enter into the details by 
means of which these provisions might be carried out, as 
they will easily suggest themselves to every experienced 
draftsman. Let the principle but he admitted that the 
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men are public nuisances, as deserving of being stopped 
as unqualified solicitors or unauthorised brokers, and that 
the publications are an offence against public decency, 
and the rest will follow upon well-established precedents, 
almost without the necessity of consideration. 








EQUITY. 


STATUTE OF MoRTMAIN—ESTABLISHMENT OF CHARI- 
TIES—SLAUGHTER-HOUSES. 
Tatham v. Drummond, L. C., 13 W. R. 61. 

Although we have already* offered to our readers some 
observations upon this case, it presents so favourable an 
opportunity for reviewing the state of the authorities on 
bequests for the establishment of schools and charities 
with reference to their validity under the Mortmain Act 
(9 Geo. 2, c. 36) that we cannot resist the inclination to 
recur to it for that purpose. 

The cases upon this subject range themselves in two 
classes—first, where the testator’s intention is clear that 
the money should be laid out in building; and the only 
question, therefore, is, whether he intended that should 
be done without bringing fresh lands into mortmain; 
and secondly, where the contention is that the object of 
the testator can be accomplished without laying out the 
money on building or land at all. 

First, however, we must refer to two or three prin- 
ciples which have been established, and which apply to 
both of these classes of cases. 

1. “It is the duty of the Court to ascertain from the 
words of the will, by the ordinary rules of construction, 
the true meaning and intention of the testator, both as 
to the bequest itself and as to the mode of carrying it 
into effect, without in the first instance adverting to the 
Statute of Mortmain. No secondary interpretation ought 
to be adopted, nor ought the Court to resort to any dif- 
ferent mode of administration from that indicated by the 
testator, even though it be reasonable in itself, for the 
purpose of escaping from the operation of the statute.” 
This was first clearly laid down in the leading case of 








Attorney-General v. Williams, 3 Cox, 397, and is acknow- | 
ledged as the true principle of interpretation, both by | 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, in deciding the principal case, and 
by the Lord Chancellor in overruling his decision. 

2. It is equally well settled that where a testator gives 
money to trustees with an option to take either of two | 
courses, one of which is consistent with the statute, and | 
the other inconsistent, the validity of the bequest may 
be maintained. So, in Sorresby v. Hollins, 9 Mod. 221, Lord 
Hardwicke held that a yift to trustees for the benefit of 
the poor, to be applied either in buying lands or otherwise, 
as the executors should be advised, was valid. So also in 
Tniversity of London v. Yarrow, 1 De G. & J. 72;5 WR. 
543; a bequest for founding a sanatory institution for 
animals within a mile of Westminster, Southwark, or 
Dublin, was held good, because land in Ireland was not af- 
fected by the Statute of Mortmain. On the same principle, 
where the gift is to a charitable society, which has several 
ways of disposing of its money, some within the statute and 
some not, the bequest has been held good, as in Carter v. 
Green, 3 K. & J. 591; 5W.R. 356; The Church Building 
Society v. Barlow, 3M. & G.120,. And in some cases, as in 
Carter v. Green and Attorney-General v. Parsons, 8 Ves. 
186, the Court, in declaring that the gift was good, has also 
directed that it should be not laid out in such a way as 
to contravene the statute. It has also teen held, though 
after some hesitation, that where there is a gift which is 
void under the statute, followed by a gift over to other 
charitable uses in case the first bequest should be illegal, 
the second gift may be maintained (Carter v. Green, ubi 
sup.; De Themmines v. De Bonneva!, 5 Russ. 288). 

We now come to the two classes of cases mentioned 
above. 

With respect to those bequests in which the testator di- 
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rects, or plainly contemplates the bequest to be laid out 
in building, the subject may be said to be exhausted by 
the decision of the House of Lords in Philpott v. St. 
George’s Hospital, 5 W. R. 845, where all the principal 
cases are referred to in the judgment of Lord Cranworth. 
Before that decision, two points were sufficiently settled 
—these are laid down by Lord Langdale in 7rye v. Cor- 
poration of Gloucester, 14 Beav. 173—as follows:—First, 
that a bequest to lay out money in the erection of build- 
ings, without more, presupposes that a portion of the 
bequest must be applied in the purchase of land for this 
purpose, and that such a bequest, therefore, comes within 
the prohibition contained in the Statute of Mortmain, 
and is void. Secondly, that a bequest to lay out money 
in the erection or repair of buildings, on land already in 
mortmain, is not within that prohibition, but is a valid 
and effectual bequest. But the point then unsettled was, 
whether the bequest is good when it is so framed as to 
induce some other person to give land in mortmain in order 
that the money bequeathed may be expended in building 
on it. The opinion of Lord Langdale in 7rye v, Corpora- 
tion of Gloucester, was, that such a bequest wasvoid as vio- 
lating, if not the letter, at least the spirit of the statute, 
by tending to bring land into mortmain. And this was the 
effect of most of the previous decisions and dicta, although 
they are certainly somewhat contradictory. The question 
is, however, now set at rest by Philpott v. St. George’s 
Hospital, where the House of Lords, after elaborate argu- 
ment, established the point that such a bequest was good. 
In that case the testator gave a large sum of money for 
the establishment of almshouses, if within twelve months 
after his death some other person should give a suitable 
site for them. This bequest was held not to be contrary 
to the letter of the statute, and their Lordships repudiated 
the idea, that in construing a prohibitory statute they 
should consider the “tendency” of the bequest, whether 
direct or indirect, provided the bequest was not itself pro- 
hibited by the terms of the statute. 

The present case (Zatham v. Drummond) belongs to the 
other class of cases, to which we have referred—namely, 
where the object of the bequest has been to establish or 
maintain a charity without necessarily implying that the 
money is to be laid out in the purchase of land or erection 
of buildings. 

In Attorney-General v. Hull, 9 Hare, 647, a bequest of 
a sum of money to be applied towards “establishing a 
school at Edmonton, provided a further sum could be 
raised, if necessary,” was held void, on the ground that 
the latter clause showed that the testator contemplated 
the building of a school-room. 

In Longstaff v. Rennison, 1 Drew, 28, a bequest 
towards establishing a school in connexion with a certain 
chapel, with a direction to the trustees to pay the money 
to the treasurer for the time being of such school “now 
or hereafter to be built,’’ was held void, inasmuch as the 
purchase of land, although not incumbent on the trustees, 
would be a due execution of the trusts. 

In Attorney-General v. Hodgson, 15 Sim. 146, a gift 
for the “establishment or institution of a charitable 
receptacle” for poor old men was held void. 

In like manner, in Dunn v. Bownas,1K.&J.596; 3W.R 
582, a bequest to the Corporation of Newcastle for “esta- 
blishing a hospital for poor widows ” was held bad. 

On the other hand, in University of London v. Yarrow 
(ubi supra), there is a dictum of Lord Justice Turner, 
which seems at variance with these decisions. His Lord- 
ship, speaking of a bequest for the “ founding, establish- 
ing, and upholding ” a sanatory institution for the care 
of animals, remarked, “I am not at all clear that the 
establishment of such a sanatory institution necessarily 
implies the acquiring of land so as to vitiate the gift 
under the Statute of Mortmain.” 

In Attorney-General v. Williams, 2 Cox, 387, the tes- 
tator gave a sum of stock to trustees upon trust, to ap- 
ply the dividends from time to time, for and towards the 
establishment of a school in the parish of Trelech-a-Bet- 
tws, and he declared his meaning to be, that the school- 












' 2 oe 


~~ 
- 


ce tee we © 


ss aes Uw OU CU 








Feb. 11,1865. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 305 








master should not have a less salary than £30 per annum ; 
and the surplus of the dividends should be applied in 
buying books, fire, wearing apparel, and other necessary 
things for the poor children, and placing them out ap- 
prentices, but no part of the dividends should be applied 
to buy victuals, drink, or lodging for the said scholars. 
There was no school in the parish at the time of the 
testator’s death ; yet the Court held that the gift was 
good, inasmuch as the testator had expressly directed 
the money to be so applied as would prevent its being 
laid out in the purchase of land or in building. 

In Edwards v. Hale, 11 Hare, 1; 1W. R. 342; thetestatrix 
directed her executors “to apply such part of her residuary 
personal estate, as by law might be legally applied to such 
purposes, in the endowment of district churches or chapels 
in populous neighbourhoods, in order that the poor might 
have the gospel preached to them in this country.” In 
this case Vice-Chancellor Wood reviewed all the cases, 
and held that whether the object of the charity was to 
endow present or future churches, the endowment of 
them was no violation of the statute, and the bequest 
accordingly was good. 

It is clear, from a comparison of these cases, that 
although the word “establish,” when applied to a school 
or hospital, is flexible, and does not necessarily refer to 
obtaining land or building; yet, unless there are some 
words showing a contrary intention, its use isa strong 
indication that the testator contemplated such an outlay 
of his money. And it must be remembered, in construing 
such bequests, bearing in mind the rule laid down in 
Attorney-General v. Williams, that the question is not 
whether the trustees would be bound under the terms of 
the bequest to lay out the money in land, or whether 
they might not attain the same charitable end in some 
other way, but whether the testator contemplated such an 
application of his money or of any partofit. Tried by this 
rule, the decision of the Lord Chancellor in the present case 
appears conformable tothe canon. Vice-Chancellor Wood, 
as our readers will remember, had held the gift valid, on 
the ground that it did not necessarily point to laying out 
the money in the erection of permanent slaughter-houses; 
and that, considering the varying population of the out- 
skirts of London, it would be inexpedient so to expend 
it, and accordingly held that the gift was good. The 
Lord Chancellor, however, overruled that decision, re- 
marking that “the word ‘establishment’ involves the 
idea of putting the charity on a permanent footing, it 
points to the purchase of sites of land and the erection 
of permanent buildings; and it cannot be doubted that 
if there were no Statute of Mortmain, a bequest to 
‘establish’ a charity, such as a school or hospital, in 
any parish or district, would be carried into effect 
by the purchase of land and the erection of build- 
ings thereon. The Vice-Chancellor thought that in 
this case the purchase of land and the erection of 
buildings, would be the worst plan of carrying the in- 
tentions of the testatrix into effect, because it was pos- 
sible that in a few years the slaughter-houses, wherever 
situate, might be surrounded with houses and buildings. 
But such a consequence does not affect the question of 
the construction of the words of the bequest. I cannot 
give this bequest a different meaning or effect, because 
the intention may be defeated by a possible event at a 
remote period, which the testatrix does not appear to have 
foreseen.” 
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A Treatise on the West Indian Incumbered Estates Acts, with 
Reports of Cases heard before Henry James Stonor, Esq., 
Chief Commissioner, to the present time, the Local Acts, 
Forms, Tables of Fees, de. By R. J. Cust, Esq., Barris- 
ter-at-Law, Secretary to the W. I. I. E. Commission. 
Second Edition. London: Amer. 1865. 

Some four years since* we hailed the first publication of 
this able and well-digested work, and on that occasion we 
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hazarded the prediction that it would ‘‘ be exceedingly valu- 
able to all who were in any way concerned in the working of 
the Acts” to which it relates. 

A second edition is now required, and the learned author has 
taken advantage of the opportunity to subject the work to a 
thorough revision, and has continued the history of the Acts 
of Parliament to which it relates, their amendment and 
continuance by the Imperial Legislature, and their adoption 
by the various local legislatures, to the present time. The 
book also contains various important additions to its con- 
tents. Amongst others, accurate reports of several im- 
portant judgments of the learned Chief Commissioner, Mr. 
Stonor, whose judgments have been received with com- 
mendation in the Privy Council* and by the legal press on 
several occasions. Practitioners will also find a very com- 
plete body of forms, which must greatly tend to diminish 
their trouble and expense, as well as certain curious, if not 
important, official documents which are given in the appen- 
dix. They consist of a circular despatch of the late lamented 
Sir George Cornewall Lewis, dated the 6th of September, 
1860, relative to the adoption of the Acts by the various 
colonies ; a memorial addressed to the Treasury by a large 
number of the most eminent solicitors in London, relative 
to the removal of the Court from its present inconvenient 
locality (both of which are extracted from a parliamentary 
paper moved for by Mr. Cave), and, lastly, a parliamentary 
return of business from the passing of the Amendment Act 
of 1862 to the 6th of April, 1864 (moved for by Mr. John 
Abel Smith). 

If we are permitted to draw inferences of fact from some 
of the expressions to be found in the preface, we should be 
disposed to consider the work in question as a production 
of the joint labours of the learned author and the chief 
commissioner, a circumstance which, if the fact be so, will 
obviously enhance its practical value. However this may 
be, Mr. Cust has, at all events, now furnished a complete 
manual of the law and practice of the West Indian Incum- 
bered Estates Court. This Court has had to labour against 
great obstacles and difficulties, but has nevertheless suc- 
ceeded, not only in obtaining the cordial assent of various 
colonies to its jurisdiction, but also in affording great 
satisfaction to suitors. We presume that it is as evidence 
of this fact, that Mr. Cust has judged it fit to append to his 
book the Parliamentary Returns already mentioned, and the 
memorial of London Solicitors addressed to the Treasury 
for the removal of the court. These documents have al- 
ready been noticed in our columns.¢ To the latter docu- 
ment, notwithstanding that the names attached to it inclu- 
ded many of the first names in the profession, no attention 
has been paid. 

Our readers will probably also recollect a correspondence 
between Her Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies 
and the Secretary to the Treasury (also moved for by Mr. 
Cave last session), in which the former thought it his duty 
to recommend the continuance of this Commission for a 
minimum period of three years—a proposition not assented 
to by the Treasury, which grudgingly, and not till after a 
delay of several months, assented to its continuance for one 
year only, without a single remark explanatory of their 
grounds of decision. ; 

The absurdity of continuing a court for one year in which 
every suit must, on an average, last eighteen months, and in 
complicated cases much longer, must, of course, be obvious 
to the suitors and the profession, and the only intelligible 
interpretation of the conduct of the Treasury is, that for 
some unknown reasons they are desirous of holding this court 
at their mercy. Altogether, the treatment of this court, its 
suitors, and practitioners, by the Treasury, has been cha- 
racterised, as we have before observed,t ‘‘ with such con- 
tumely” that we are at a loss to assign a defensible 
motive for their conduct. Ifthe Duke of Newcastle, Sir FE, 
Lytton Bulwer, Sir G. Cornewall Lewis (whose important 
circular is given in Mr. Cust’s appendix) and Mr. Cardwell 
are all wrong in their opinion as to the use and importance 
of this Court, if the example of the Irish Court is to go for 
nothing, and our Government, like the Bourbon dynasty, 
are to ‘learn nothing and forget nothing,” then it is their 
duty at once to abolish the court by legislative enactment ; 
if that be not so, then the court should be forthwith esta« 
blished on a satisfactory basis ; but in any case, nothing can 
be worse, alike for the taxpayers and the suitors, than a 





* Fraser v. Burgess, 12 Moo. P. C, 314 article. 
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hand to mouth administration at the mercy of Treasury 
clerks. We have no doubt on our part that the ——s 
statesmen we have named were right, and “ their Lordships” 
of the Treasury Board are wrong, and we would take the 
liberty of suggesting to them that if they desire, as we may 
suppose they do, to see the court self-supporting, the way 
and means thereto is, not to cramp its energies and retard 
its expansion, but, by placing it once on a permanant and 
satisfactory basis, to ensure it that amount of support from 
the colonies, who naturally distrust a merely temporary and 
ephemeral tribunal, which would inevitably enable it, at no 
istant period, to subsist without further claim upon the 
public purse. 
The Joint-Stock Companies’ Directory for 1865. Compiled 
and arranged by CuARLES BARKER & Sons, 8, Birchin- 

lane, E.C. 

The effects of the Limited Liability Act are as yet but 
very imperfectly developed. Why such a fruit of political 
economy was so long neglected, and considered almost 
foreign to British notions of the responsibility of debtors, it 
is now unnecessary to inquire. Certain it is that already 
John Company may with justice say, ‘‘ Que regio in terris 
nostri non plena laboris.” He appears in every shape and 
with great variety of purposes. The numerous combinations 
of labour to which the Act has given rise, and which, but 
for it, would never have been heard of, almost exceed belief. 
Nor let it be supposed that any extension, however great, of 
the principle of limited liability may tend to produce exces- 
sive speculation, followed by the usual ph ec Such, 
indeed, is the natural result of the speculations of an indi- 
vidual, when he has embarked, not only his capital, but his 
eredit, to an inordinate extent. Every one knows, however, 
that limited liability companies cannot readily undertake 
much more than their own capital enables them to do; since 
the conditions of their contract prevent them from binding 
themselves to the creditors of the company beyond a limited 
amount. If a member of a limited company wishes, of 
course he can bind himself to the creditors of the company 
to any extent; but that is a degree of philanthrophic public 
spirit which will seldom lead to excessive speculation. 

We have been led to make these few observations on the 
general merits of the Limited Liability Act, upon seeing the 
rich and varied contents of the directory before us. To say 
that it has exhausted the actual state of facts is, indeed, an 
assertion which our knowledge does not enable us to make. 
For, then, we should have little need of a directory. We 
can only say that any one who glances at a few of the pages 
here and there will find notices of investments for spare 
capital which constant attention to the supplement of the 
Times would scarcely, if ever, bring before his mind. This 
directory, therefore, supplies a want doubtless much felt by 
those who are seeking for an eligible investment of spare 
capital. It contains 681 pages quarto, and is, as it purposes, 
‘*a volume in which the names of all parties associated with 
joint-stock enterprise shall be found so arranged as to save 
the trouble and inconvenience of reference to a variety of 
books for the information sought.” The work gives an 
account of the railway, assurance, banking, discount, finance, 
and credit companies, contract and investment companies, 
shipping, dock, hotel, mining, and miscellaneous companies 
successively ; so that a reader, on looking at the contents, 
will find at once the information he may desire. The lists 
of the undertakings, directors, and the offices, will also be 
found most satisfactory. The names of the directors are 
classified alphabetically, and the several undertakings with 
which they are connected are arranged in the same manner. 
This directory is a very useful addition to the works of re- 
ference usually consulted by bankers and solicitors. Its 
oe neg must have required an expensive outlay, which, 

owever, we hope will return with interest to the Messrs, 
Barker, its promoters. 
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COURTS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Westminster, before Lord Chief 
Justice CocKBURN and a Special Jury.) 

Feb. 2.—The Rappahannock—The Queen v. Ruinball,—The 
defendant, an officer in her Majesty’s dockyard at Sheerness, 
was indicted under the Foreign Enlistment Act for aiding 
in the manning and enquipment of a vessel of war in Novem- 
ber, 1863, with the intent that she should be engaged in the 


service of the Confederate States of America. The indictment 
had been removed into this court. 

The facts of the case are briefly these:— 

A screw gunboat, called the Victor, was constructed for 
her Majesty’s Government in the year 1857. She was found 
unavailable for the Government service, and sold in Novem- 
ber last to Messrs. Gordon, Coleman, & Co., shipowners in 
London. The Victor was delivered to the purchasers on the 
10th November, but, previously to that, all the warlike fit- 
tings were removed from her, and she was sold without masts, 
sails, and rigging. Having undergone some slight repairs 
in Sheerness dockyard, she was anchored in the Thames, anew 
name, the Scyl/a, having been given to her. Itwas stated that 
she was destined for a voyage to China and preparations were 
made to get her ready for sea. On the the 24th of Novem- 
ber she was suddenly taken out of the Thames, and having 
anchored for a few hours at the Nore, brought to Calais. 
Her name was then changed. She was called the Rappa- 
hannock, the Confederate ensign was hoisted, and, accord- 
ing to the allegation of the prosecution, a Captain Campbell, 
who was a Confederate officer, and had formerly been a mate 
of the Alabama, came on board and took the command of 
vessel. The crew was afterwards mustered on the deck and 
requested to sign articles of war. The were offered £8 a 
month wages and £10 bounty, with a prospect of prize money. 
Some of the men signed the articles and remained on board ; 
others left the vessel at once and returned to England. At- 
tempts were made to enlist more men, and some coals were 
taken on board; but the French Government interposed, 
and prevented any further equipment of the vessel, a French 
man-of-war was moored across her bows, and she was detained 
in the port of Calais. 

The facts relied on to prove the defendant’s complicity 
in the matter were as follows :—As inspector of floating 
machinery belonging to the Government, he had nothing 
whatever to do with the Scylla, but, nevertheless, he was 
aboard her almost every day while she was lying off Sheer- 
ness, and gave directions respecting her equipment. He 
procured boiler-makers, and ordered new tubes to be put 
in; and he also gave instructions as to her rigging and 
other equipments. Application was made to the Govern- 
ment officials for the use of her Majesty’s ship Cumberland, 
and apparatus for masting vessels ; and as the Government 
had then no reason to suppose that she was intended for 
anything more than a merchant vessel, the necessary leave 
was given, and she was accordingly masted by Govern- 
ment hands. The defendant engaged men in different 
capacities, and entered into agreements with them as to the 
amount of wages they were to receive. He likewise 
paid the travelling expenses of several men from Wool- 
wich to Sheerness when they went to join the vessel. 
On the afternoon of the 24th of November—on the 
night of which day the ship left the Thames—he was in 
the cabin with Mr. Pearson, the real owner, and the persons 
then in command ; and when the men were brought into the 
cabin he tried to induce them to enlist for a long voyage. 
Some, however, refused to sign articles, while others were 
induced to do so for a trial trip. A witness named Coles 
positively stated that the ship was taken out to sea by a 
Government steam-tug. This statement took the prosecu- 
tion completely by surprise. 

The case was adjourned to the present sittings in order 
that Mr. Greathead and the defendant’s son might appear and 
give evidence. 

The case was in the paper yesterday, but could not be 
proceeded with, owing to the absence of one of the jurymen. 

The requisite jurors being in attendance, the further 
hearing of this case was resumed this morning. 

The Solicitor-General, Mr. Lush, Q.C., Mr. Hunnen, and 
Mr. V. Harcourt, appeared for the Crown; Mr. Bovill, Q.C., 
Mr. Karslake, Q.C., Mr. Macnainara, and Mr. Talford 
Salter, for the defendant. 

The Lorp Curer Justice read his notes of the evidence 
taken in December. 

George Bailey was then ealled. In his cross-examination 
he said—I know O'Kelly. Good livingis a weakness of 





mine. I had plenty to eat and drink with O’Kelly. He 
; called at my house one Sunday morning with four men, 
| Brooks, Herford, Gennow, and another. We all went to the 
Derby Arms beershop, in Charlton. We had as much as we 


| liked to drink, although it was Sunday morning. We 
remained there drinking till two o'clock. We had _ too 


; much to drink to require any more, but when O'Kelly 
left he gave us 2s. to drink his health. O’Kelly behaves 
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very well with re to drink and provisions, He took me 
to the American Consul, whose name he said was Spencer. 
I was paid a sovereign and my expenses for that 
job. I have had something to drink with Spencer. He 
treated me as well as O'Kelly did. I did not know who 
or what Spencer was. He gave me a sovereign as well 
as the drink. I saw two gentlemen at the American 
Consul’s, but I do not know their names. I know Warne. 
He never gave me anything. I have seen O'Kelly since the 
trial was on before. I saw him last Thursday, but we only 
had about a couple of pints of half-and-half then. I also 
saw him at the Lord Howick. 

Similar evidence was extracted from the other witnesses 
for the Crown, and the only further evidence material to 
the prosecution which was elicited, was a statement by a 
witness named Charles Newton, that the Confederate flag 
was flying when Mr. Rumball went on board the ship at Calais, 

Feb. 3.—This case was continued this morning. 

At the close of the case for the prosecution, 

Mr. Bovill addressed the jury for the defendant. He said 
the prosecution was conducted on the part of her Majesty’s 
government by the principal law officers of the Crown, and 
it was presented to P with all the appearances of a State 
prosecution. It, however, he could not help thinking, 
aimed at rather more than what it appeared to bear on its 
face. An unscrupulous agent might suppose that in fabri- 
cating a case he might not only ruin a high and meritorious 
officer of twenty years’ service, but place a large amount of 
compensation within his own reach. He might think that 
if he obtained a verdict of a special jury he was advancing 
the Federal cause, but there was no pretence for thinking it 
in this case. It was a case that assumed a serious im- 
portance in all its aspects, and serious as it was to his client, 
it was more so to the country, as to whether an officer of 
high standing and character in the navy was to be convicted 
on such evidence as this. O*‘Kelly was not the only man at 
the bottom of this case. It was true he laid the information, 
took the witnesses to Sittingbourne, had treated them and 
paid them; but he had an assistant in ‘‘ Bob” Warne, as he 
had been called by one of the witnesses, who was in the 
Government service at Sheerness, but was permitted to re- 
sign, which was synonymous with his being discharged. 
This Warne was a Federal spy, so far as it was possible to 
prove it, and it would appear that these two men were the 
agents through which all this work was done, somebody else 
finding the money by which the witnesses had been kept for 
a long period, and had been supplied with as much beer and 
spirits as they could drink—there not being a public-house 
in Sheerness or Woolwich they had not visited. Could they 
believe it was O‘Kelly’s money? Certainly not; but rather 
that it was supplied to them from the Federal government 
for the purpose of obtaining evidence from men to deceive 
the jury, ruin the defendant, and enable the Northen States 
to make a claim upon this country. Warne, they should 
bear in mind, was now actually in the American consul's 
office, and he it was who took down the statements of these 
men after they had been well plied with drink. The Wit- 
nesses had also been paid 12s, 6d. a-week by the O‘Kelly 
party, and when that matter became known was it not a 
thing that was likely to induce others to assist in the case, 
and so make an addition to their wages, besides the prospect 
that it was likely to be a good thing for them hereafter? 
He ventured to say that a more scandalous exhibition had 
rarely been made by witnesses in a court of justice, or such 
an exposure of how a case had been got up, as in the present 
instance. The conclusion of the learned counsel’s address 
was received with applause. 

Feb. 4.—The further hearing of this case was resumed 
this morning, by calling witnesses for the defence. 

Mr. Zachary Pearson, through whom the sale had been 
effected, said, amongst other things—The first I heard of 
anything about the Confederates, or the Confederate flag 
having been hoisted, was two days after my return to Lon- 
don. No flag was hoisted whilst I was on board, and there 
were no materials with which to make one. As faras I 
know, the defendant was not aware that she was destined 
for the Confederate service. 

By the Lorp Cuter Justicr.—Were you? Youneed not 
answer unless you like. 

Witness.—I decline to answer, my Lord. 

By The Solicitor-General.—But I understand you to say 
you knew nothing about her being a Confederate ship ? 

The Lorp Crier Justicr.—No. The question was cau- 
tiously put and cautiously answered about the flag,, 





Cross-examined by The Solicitor-General.—The ship's 
engines were very good. It is true that I sold her fora 
voyage to China. 

The Solicitor-General.—Did you really believe she was 
going to China ? 

Witness.—I have told you that I sold her, and that part 
of the contract was that she should go to China. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—Answer the question. Did 
you believe she was going to China? 

Witness.—I can’t speak positively. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—You are not asked that. Did 
you believe it ? 

Witness.—I am not sure what I thought about it at the 
time. 

The Lorp CuteF Justice.—You have placed yourself in 
a position to have the question put to you, and you must 
answer it. Did you believe that she was going to China or 
not? 

Witness (hesitating some time).—Yes, I had reason to 
believe the intention of the purchasers was that she should 
go to China. 

The Lorp Cuter Justicr.—You pledge your oath that 
you believed she was going to China ? 

Witness.—In the first instance: I have no doubt of it. 

The Lorp CuieFr Jusrice.—Did you believe it when she 
left Sheerness? 1 know you are swearing by the card by the 
terms of the contract ; but do you believe she was purchased 
to go to China? 

Witness.—I can’t swear as to my belief at the time. I 
was glad to get a customer to sell her to the best advantage. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—Do you really think that is 
an answer to the question? Are you not conscious that you 
are trifling with us? 

Witness.—It is now eighteen months ago, or nearly so. 

The Solicitor-General.—Do I understand you to say that 
you don't know what you did believe? 

Witness.—At first I believed she was to be a Confederate 
vessel, but she was to be first sent on a voyage to China, 
The purchasers bought her to re-sell, and they had two ob- 
jects in view, either to sell her to the Confederates, or to 
send her on a voyage to China. In my contract she was to 
be sent to China. 

The Solicitor-General.—Will you explain why a Confede- 
rate ship should go to China? 

Witness.—I can explain it. Confederate cruisers go all 
over the seas. I mean that I sold this vessel to these gen- 
tlemen. Their intention was to make a large profit out of it 
to the Confederates, and I was to equip her for a China 
voyage. 

The Solicitor-General.—Upon the trial trip did you know 
she was to be a Confederate cruiser ? 

Witness,—I had no knowledge of it. 

The Solicitor-General.—Did you believe it at the time ? 

Witness.—I did not, because she was in such a brokene 
down state at the time. 

The Solicitor-General.—Then she was not in a state to go 
to China ? 

Witness.—No ; we could scarcely get her to Calais. 

The Solicitor-General.—Have you on any occasion been 
in communication with the agents of the Confederate 
Government? 

Witness.—Oh, bless you, yes. 

The Solicitor-General. —Have you not acted as agent to 
the Confederate Government? 

Witness.—No. But I have sent ships to them. The 
Federals robbed me of my ships, and the Confederates robbed 
me of my money, and so between them I came to the ground. 

After more similar testimony, 

The case for the defence was closed. 

Mr. Bovill said he was not allowed to address the jury for 
the defendant, it being a criminal case. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—-I am sorry for it. I hope, 
however, to see that state of the criminal law altered. 

Mr. Bovill.—I am happy to hear it, for it will be an in- 
ducement to others to endeavour to effect a change. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—I can see no distinction that 
ought to exist in that respect between the criminal and the 
civil law. 

Mr. Bovill.—If anything it ought to be changed in favour 
of the criminal law. 

A Juryman.—I hope your Lordship and the learned 
counsel will consider that we are sitting on very hard seats, 

The Lorp Cuter Justice.—I don’t see why you should 
not have better seats. I hope when the new courts are built 
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they will be built in a manner fitting for the administration 
of justice, and that proper accommodation will be provided 
for the jury. 

The Solicitor-General then replied on the case. His 
learned friend had represented that the prosecution had 
been instituted at the instigation and for the sole gratifica- 
tion of the American Government, in order to appease the 
malice and ill-will which that Government bears to this 
country. It was no cause of surprise or complaint that 
those who represented the American Government in this 
country, if they had reason to suppose that any of the 
Queen’s subjects had violated her neutrality and assisted 
the enemies of a country at peace with her, to make a 
remonstrance and bring the facts to the knowledge of our 
own Government, together with a statement of the evidence 
on which they relied to prove the charge. That being so, 
it was the bounden duty of her Majesty’s Government, no 
matter where the statement came from, to submit it toa 
jury; not for the gratification of any foreign nation, but 
to vindicate our own laws, and no nation so at peace with 
another, that had any self-respect, could pass over such an 
offence without first submitting it toa jury. It was im- 
possible to justify O’Kelly’s conduct, and he regretted that 
his learned friend should have imputed to the American 
Government that they had connived at the practices of an 
informer, because nothing was more uncourteous, unfriendly, 
or unfair towards the American Government than to suppose 
that they at all connived with O’Kelly. The all-important 
question was, did Mr. Rumball know the exact character 
of the vessel, or did he believe she was destined for the 
China seas? He, however, asked them to consider whether 
the defendant had not enlisted men for service in the Con- 
federate service ? 

The Lorp CuieF Justice said it appeared to him there 
was no proof of an enlistment within her Majesty’s dominions 
for service in the Confederate service. The only way in 
which the Crown could put it was that, assuming the 
defendant did procure these men, he engaged them on board 
the vessel with the intention that when they got beyond 
the reach of British territory they should be induced by 
others to enlist into the Confederate service. It was very 
doubtful whether that was an offence within the meaning 
of the Act ; but he should not stop the case. 

The Solicitor-General said that his contention was that 
if any person engaged men to serve on board a vessel, he 
knowing at the same time that she was intended to be used 
in the Confederate service, it was an offence, although the 
pretence was a mere trial trip; and, secondly, that if the 
enlisting was with the intention that the men should be 
induced to join the service at a subsequent time, that that 
was clearly within the Act. 

During this argument the jury attempted to stop the case, 
saying that they thought the defendant was not aware of 
the nature of the vessel: but the Court required them to 
hear it out. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice then summed up. There could 
not be a shadow of a doubt in any person’s mind that the 
parties who bought and sold the vessel, whether directly the 
Confederate agents, or through some person in Paris that 
stood between them and the Confederate service, did know 
and iustruct that the vessel should pass into the service of 
the Confederate Government. And no one who saw and 
heard Mr. Pearson could entertain a shadow of a doubt that 
it was ostensibly held out that she was intended for the 
China trade, no doubt for the purpose of masking the real 
design and purpose of the owners, and the question was, 
whether Mr. Rumball was honestly deceived by such a false 
statement. Now, was that so? Putting aside the con- 
versations that had been spoken to, which would bear a 
different complexion, he would call their serious attention 
to the defendant’s conduct. After her true character had 
become known, the defendant neither remonstrated with 
those who he represents had deceived him, nor washed his 
hands of any further participation in the enterprise; 
but, on the contrary, he engaged boiler-makers, and took 
them to Calais to work upon the ship. The defendant 
was a British subject and an officer in her Majesty’s navy, 
and he was perfectly aware of what the law was upon the 
subject; and if he had lent himself to an enterprise of 
this kind he had failed in his duty, not only as a British 
subject, but as an officer in the service of the Crown. 
But then the question presented itself—suppose the defen- 
dant knew that the character, object, and purpose of the 
vessel was to be employed in the Confederate service, did 





he, in so far as he had anything to do with engaging the 
men, engage them and procure them to enter into an en- 
gagement with a view, after the vessel had left Sheerness, that 
they should be induced to enlist into the Confederate service ? 
Whether that came within the terms of the Act, or consti- 
tuted an offence within the common law, they need not stop 
to inquire, but if they were of opinion that he induced the 
men to enter into an engagement nominally for a trial trip, 
but really for the ulterior purpose of getting the men into: 
such a position as to induce them to enlist into the Confede- 
rate service, he would ask them to find the defendant guilty, 
and he would reserve for the consideration of the Court the 
question whether it was an offence under the Act. The state 
of the vessel, when she left Sheerness, would certainly lead 
to the supposition that she was not fit for sea. No nation 
professing neutrality ought to tolerate that its subjects 
should take upon themselves to assist a belligerent nation. 
Too much stress must not be placed upon the special con- 
versations deposed to by the witnesses. Much of that evi- 
dence was open to the gravest suspicion, and one regretted 
to find that in this country any one person should be found 
acting on one side or the other who could have pursued such 
an abominable system as appeared to have been resorted to, 
of coaxing the witnesses, and keeping them together in 
the manner in which they had been dealt with, with unli- 
mited and an extravagant amount of refreshments and 
amusements of every sort, as well as a supply of money. 

The jury, after considering in the box about five minutes, 
returned a verdict of not guilty. 

The announcement was received with loud cheers in a 
crowded court. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner HoLroyp.) 

Feb. 2.—Jn re W. H. Hand.—The bankrupt, whose case 
has been noticed before,* came up for examination and dis- 
charge. His debts are returned at £7,296, of which £1,863 
are unsecured, with debtors good, £369, and property in the 
hands of creditors, £6,410. The bankrupt had been arrested 
at (Liverpool, and a petition to the district court was pre- 
sented, but afterwards the proceedings were removed to this 
court. There was now no substantial opposition to the 
order of discharge, which was allowed accordingly. 

(Before Mr, Commissioner GOULBURN.) 

— Inve E. G. Markby.—This case+ now came on by 
adjournment. The accounts (which have been already 
stated) shew debts, £28,058; available assets, £550; and 
property held by creditors, £17,185. On behalf of the as- 
signees it was now stated that Mr. Markby had filed a sup- 

lemental list of creditors, the result of which was to increase 

is debts by about £700. In explanation of the omissions 
of the names of creditors from previous statements, the 
bankrupt alleged that the names had escaped his recollection, 
but although the supplemental account had been filed, the 
original statement had not been altered so as to meet the 
existing state of the figures. 

Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN, who had in the course of 
the meeting expressed his regret that the estate should be 
wasted by repeated adjournments, said :—I do not think 
the accounts as filed are sufficient for a disclosure of the 
bankrupt’s affairs. I cannot accept the excuse of the bank- 
rupt that the omissions arose from loss of memory ; I do 
not believe that such is the case, and 1 cannot pass over 
this matter without observation. I think the present 
accounts are imperfect, insufficient, and incorrect, and I 
adjourn the further hearing sine die, with liberty to the 
bankrupt to apply again when he shall be prepared with a 
full and true account, he paying all the costs of and 
occasioned by the adjournment. 

Adjournment sine die accordingly. 

BAIL COURT. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Justices CROMPTON, BLACKBURN, 
and MELLOoR.) 

Feb.3.—Kenyon, Appellant, v. Hart, Respondent.—This 
was a special case stated for the opinion of the Court. 

Mr. Denman, Q.C., was counsel for the appellant ; Mr. 
Keane, Q.C., for the respondent. 

The respondent was charged before the justices at Ash- 
ford Petty Sessions, upon an information laid by the appel- 
lant, who was an under-gamekeeper in the service of Sir 
Richard Tufton, lord of the manor of Westwell. On the 
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Ist of October, 1864, the respondent was shooting over 
land in his own occupation. He put up a pheasant, at 
which he fired when it was in the air over his own land. 
The bird did not drop directly, but flew for a short distance 
and then fell upon the land of Sir Richard Tufton. Upon 
that the respondent, accompanied by his dog, went upon 
Sir Richard’s land and fetched the bird. A summons was 
thereupon taken out by the appellant for a trespass com- 
mitted by the respondent in pursuit of game, which was 
dismissed by the justices on the ground that the trespass 
was not such as the Act contemplated. 

That decision was now appealed against. 

The Court confirmed the judgment of the justices. 





BANKRUPTCY COURT, LIVERPOOL. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner PERry.) 

Feb. 2.—In re Isaac Atherton.—This was an adjourned 
last examination and discharge sitting of the bankrupt, an 
attorney in Liverpool. Mr. Martin appeared for the 
assignees, and Mr, Pemberton for the bankrupt. The 
accounts filed show on paper a surplus of £1,583, the 
secured and unsecured debts being £9,886, and the assets 
£11,469. No examination took place upon the accounts, 
but an application was made by Mr. Pemberton for a further 
adjournment, on the ground that the bankrupt, in conse- 
quence of having been confined to the house for three weeks, 
through sickness, had been unable to prepare the accounts 
required by the assignees. 

His Honour expressed his reluctance to grant any further 
adjournment, and asked that evidence should be adduced 
of the bankrupt’s alleged indisposition. 

Mr. Pemberton thereupon called the bankrupt, who de- 
posed that he had been laid up of typhoid fever for three 
weeks past, and had been thereby delayed in the preparation 
of the necessary accounts. 

His Honour, with the consent of the assignees, allowed 
an adjournment to the 9th March, but expressed himself 
decidedly adverse to there being any further postponement 
of the case. 





EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 

Feb. 8.—The New Judge.—Mr. Justice Smith took his 
seat on the bench in this court this morning for the first 
time since his appointment, as one of the judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Frencu SMALL Depts Courts. 

Sir,—Thinking it may interest your readers, I send you 
an ‘‘invitation” to attend the ‘‘Juge de Paix,” which ap- 
pears the equivalent in France for the much less courteous 
county court summons adopted here. And I would remark 
that the extreme suavity of the language is not the only re- 
spect in which we might do well to copy from our polite 
neighbours, for we might well copy their economy also, 
seeing that the cost of the process is but twopence half- 
penny. B. 

INCLOSURE. 
Justice De Paix Du Canton D’Avranches, 
Le 21 Janvier, 1865. 

A Mr. A. anglais, demeurant au Val St. Pére au Mont 
Jarry maison de Mr. B 

Au nom de Monsieur le Juge de Paix du Canton D’Av- 
ranches. 

Vous étes invité a vous présenter & son audience (Hétel- 
de-ville), le 23 Janvier, 1865, 4 dix heures du matin, poury 
étre entendu dans une affaire qui vous concerne sur la de- 
mande de Mr. C., demeurant au Val St. Pére pour régler 
de compte. 

Le cofit de la présente est de vingt-cinq centimes. 

Le Greffier de la Justice de Paix D’Avranches. 

LosLiER. 

Nota.—Rapporter la présente invitation lors de la com- 
parution a l’audience. 


TRANSLATION. 
County Court of the Canton D’Avranches, 
21 January, 1865. 
To Mr. A., resident at Val St. Pere, Mount Jarry, at the 
house of Mr. B. 
In the name of his Honour, the Judge of the County 
Court of the Canton D’ Avranches. 








You are invited to attend at the sitting of the Court in the 
Town Hall, on the 23rd January, 1865, at 10 o'clock, a.m., 
to be heard upon a question which concerns you in the 
matter of a plaint of Mr. C., resident at Val St. Pere, for 
money due on an account stated. 
The cost of this summons is 25c. (twopence halfpenny). 
(Signed) LosLiER. 
Registrar of the County Court of D’Avranches. 
P Note.—Bring this summons with you when attending the 
ourt. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. T. E. Currry, of the Northern Circuit, and Clerk of 
Assize for the Western Circuit, to be Clerk of Assize and 
Clerk of the Crown for the county of the city of Bristol. 

Mr. ALEXANDER BALL, son of the late Judge Ball, and 


formerly Registrar to his father, has been appointed a stipen- 
diary magistrate in the room of Mr. Singleton, deceased. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Thursday, Feb. 9. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR took his seat on the woolsack at 
five o'clock. 
Tue LAw OF BANKRUPTCY AND THE BANKRUPTCY COURT, 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR laid on the table some returns 
connected with the operations of the Court of Bankruptey 
during the last year. He said he did not desire to provoke 
a discussion upon the subject at this time, because it must 
be fully considered when the committee of the House of 
Commons had made their report; but he would beg their 
lordship’s attention to some statistics which he mentioned. 
It appeared that the total amount of property collected and 
realised during the past year had been £677,536. Of that 
£533,664 were divided among the creditors; £143,873, was 
absorbed in costs. To this must be added £140,000 for the 
expenses of the tribunal, making a total of £283,872, ex- 
pended for the purpose of dividing £533,664. During the 
past year the property divided under trust deeds had 
amounted to £3,802,000. This was a very hopeless picture 
of the state of the Bankruptcy Court, and when the report 
of the committee of the House of Commons was made he 
trusted that he should be able to present to their lordships 
a bill that would provide some remedy for this monstrous 
state of things. 

LIABILITY OF SHAREHOLDERS IN Irish RAILWaAys. 

The Earl of BELMoreE then rose to draw attention to a 
recent judgment in the Court of Chancery Appeal in Ire- 
land with reference to the liability of shareholders in rail- 
ways. His lordship was understood to say that the effect 
of the judgment in question was that shareholders were 
liable for the debts of the company beyond the amount of 
their subscriptions, and to express a fear that if that judg- 
ment were to hold good it would have the effect of preventing 
persons being shareholders in Irish railways. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Tuesday, Feb. 7. 
ADMIRALTY CouRTs IN IRELAND. 

Mr. Macurre gave notice that he would, the next day, ask 
the Chief Secretary for Ireland whether he intended to intro- 
duce the promised measure for the reform of the Admiralty 
Courts of Ireland. 

Tue LAw or EvIpENce. 

Sir F. Kenty gave notice that he would, on Tuesday 
next, move for leave to bring in a bill for the further 
amendment of the law of evidence and the practice in cer- 
tain courts of justice. 

Private But Costs. 

Mr. ScourFIELD gave notice that he should, on Friday 
(yesterday), move for leave to bring in a bill for the purpose of 
enabling costs to be awarded in certain cases with reference 
to private bills. 

CAPITAL PUNISHMENTS. 
Mr. Hipsert gave notice that he would, on an early 


! day, move for leave to bring in a bill to enable capital 
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punishments to be carried into effect in prisons under 
certain regulations, 
Tuer Bankruptcy Act oF 1861. 

Mr. Morrartr gave notice that he should, on Thursday 
(Feb. 9), move for the re-appointment of the committee of last 
session to inquire into the operation of the Bankruptcy 
Act of 1861. 

Courts OF JUSTICE. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL gave notice that he would, on 
Friday (yesterday), move for leave to bring in a bill for the 
a of supplying means towards defraying the expenses 
or providing courts of justice and the various offices belong- 
ing thereto. 

THE Courts oF CHANCERY (IRELAND). 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL also gave notice that he would, 
on the same day, move for leave to bring in a bill to alter 
the constitution and amend the practice in the course of 
proceedings in the High Court of Chancery in Ireland, 

Courts oF JusticE—PuRCHASE OF SITE. 

Mr. Cowper gave notice that he would, on Friday (yester- 
day), move for leave to bring in a bill to empower her Majesty’s 
Commissioner of Works to purchase a site for the erection 
of courts of justice. 

Thursday, Feb. 9. 
Tue Bankruptcy Act. 

The committee on this Act was re-appointed, consisting of 
Mr. Moffatt, the Attorney-General, Mr. Murray, Mr. Malins, 
Mt. Weguelin, Mr, G. Hardy, Mr. Hodgson, Mr. Ewing, 
the Lord Advocate, Mr. Lowe, Mr. Vance, Mr. Cave, Mr. 
Goschen, Mr. Roebuck, Mr. T. J. Miller, and Mr. Ayrton. 








SCOTLAND. 


Epinsurcu CHAMBER OF CommMeRcE.—THE BANKRUPTCY 
Laws. 

Mr. Harrison laid on the table the report of the committee 
on the bankruptcy laws, with the view of having it brought 
before the Lord Advocate by the deputation appointed to 
represent the opinion of the Chamber on Sheriff-Court Juris- 
diction. The committee unanimously agreed to report to 
the Chamber the following suggestions, as embodying, in the 
opinion of the committee, beneficial changes that might be 
introduced into the Scotch Bankruptcy Laws :—‘‘1. That 
in the distribution of the assets belonging to any co-part- 
nery or firm which has become bankrupt, the assets forming 
the private estate of each individual partner, should be ap- 
plied in the first place in liquidation of his private debts, 
and if any reversion remains, it should be thereafter divided 
among the creditors of the co-partnery. 2. That power 
should be given to the sheriff before whom any bankrupt is 
examined, when it shall appear to him that there is reason- 
able ground to suspect that the bankrupt has been guilty of 
fraud or miseonduct inferring punishment, to direct ‘the 
trustee to transmit the proceedings to the accountant-in- 
bankruptcy or law agents of the Crown, with a view to indict 
the bankrupt and bring him to trial. And 8. Furthermore 
that the power of granting a discharge (in cases without 
composition) should be removed from the creditors and vested 
in the judge.” 

Mr. Harrison said the report of the committee had been 
delayed to enable them to consider the report of the evidence 
of the Commission on the English Bankruptcy Laws, and on 
considering that report, although they had reason to con- 
gratulate themselves on the Scottish system working better 
than the English, there was no reason to delay further to 
press upon the Lord Advocate the recommendations contained 
in the report. 

Mr. Lindsay seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
adopted. 7 








IRELAND. 


Tae NEw APPOINTMENTS. 

_ Some erroneous statements have appeared as to the re- 
ligious profession of the gentlemen recently promoted ; for 
example, it has been stated that ‘Mr. Barry is a Protes- 
tant, and all the rest are Roman Catholics.” This is almost 
the very reverse of the fact. Mr. Barry is not a Protestant; 
neither Mr. Lawson (the Atto mey-General) nor Mr. Sullivan 





(the Solicitor-General) is a Roman Catholic; Mr. Justice 
O'Hagan and Sir C. O’Loghlen (the new Serjeant) are so. 

In his farewell address to his late constituents at Tralee, 
Mr. O'Hagan, speaking of his new functions, says,—‘‘I 
pass to another sphere of effort. It is one of the noblest in 
the world, if its opportunities be rightly used to secure the 
efficiency and purity of the administration of justice. Not- 
withstanding I pass to it—from a career which is pleasant to 
me—with natural regret, but with the hope that in it, also, 
I may do some service to the country which I love.” 

A large number of members of the Munster Bar met on 
Saturday to consider in what manner they should express 
their gratification at the promotion of the Solicitor-General, 
who has belonged to that circuit. It was resolved to enter- 
tain the learned gentleman at dinner, and the invitation has 
been accepted by him for Thursday, the 23rd inst. 





Courr oF CHANCERY—NEW QUEEN’s COUNSEL. 

The following five gentlemen were called to the inner bar 
at the sitting of his Lordship, after which they were all 
warmly congratulated by their numerous friends who were 
present during the ceremony :— 

John Fitzhenry Townsend, Esq., LL.D., of the Munster 
circuit, called Trinity Term, 1834, 

Theobald Andrew Purcell, Esq., of the Leinster circuit, 
called Hilary Term, 1840. 

George A. C. May, Esq., of the North-East circuit, called 
Hilary Term, 1844. 

John O’Hagan, Esq., Chairman of the county Westmeath, 
a Commissioner of National Education, and member of the 
Munster bar, called Trinity Term, 1845. 

Christopher Palles, Esq., LL.D., of the Home circuit, 
called Hilary Term, 1853. 





Court oF PROBATE. 

Jan, 30.—Macnamara vy. Hodgkinson.—The plaintiff in 
this suit, Mr. Charles Capel Macnamara, barrister-at-law, 
propounded the will of Mrs. Agnes Jane F. Betham, who 
died on the 23rd of July, 1864. The will was dated 18th 
July, 1863, and thereby she left her property to her daugh- 
ter, Mrs. Hodgkinson (one of the defendants), if she and 
her husband (the other defendant) should have any children, 
but directed that in case they should have no children it 
should go to her cousin, the plaintifl, whom she also named 
executor of the will. The will appeared to have been exe- 
cuted by the testatrix in the presence of two servants, Lucy 
Eyre and Anne Keogh, 

Mr. Serjeant Armstrong, Mr. Whiteside, Q.C., and Dr. 
Townsend appeared for the plaintiff. 

Mr. J. E. Walsh, Q.C., Dr. Ball, Q.C., and Mr. Tandy, 
for the defendants. 

Lucy Eyre was examined, and deposed that she and Anne 
Keogh both witnessed the will in the presence of the testa- 
trix, Mrs. Betham, on the day on which it bore date. 

Anne Keogh deposed that she was not present when the 
testatrix and Lucy Eyre signed, but was called in after- 
wards. 

Mr. Charles C. Macnamara, the plaintiff, deposed that he 
was a first cousin of the deceased; he had nothing to do 
with the getting up of the will; the property was insufficient 
for the payment of debts to the extent of £1,200; there was 
no attestation clause to the will, but the signatures were 
correct; deceased died at a hotel in Paris, and her desk was 
opened, and her will was found there, and seen and read by 
the defendant, Mrs. Hodgkinson, who was present on the 
occasion; both the witnesses, Anne Keogh and Lucy Eyre, 
had made the usual affidavits of execution, but before they 
did so, he had asked them the usual questions to ascertain 
that what they were about to depose to was the fact. Anne 
Keogh afterwards handed him a letter she had got from Mr. 
Jones (defendant’s solicitor), telling her to come to him, and 
say nothing to anybody about it. 

Mr. Jones was examined, ard deposed that he called more 
than once at the plaintiff’s house to see the will, but ineffee- 
tually, he then went to the Court of Probate, where he saw 
the will; he saw the witness Anne Keogh, and questioned 
her about the execution of the will, when she told him she 
was not present at the execution, and he told her that she 
had sworn she was, to which she replied by saying, ‘‘Oh, 
sir, am | a perjurer then?” During this interval he said to 
her something to the effect that it was upon her testimony. 
that the question would depend whether Mrs. Hodgkinson 
was to get her property or not. 
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At this stage of the case the further hearing was adjourned 
to Friday then next (3rd inst.), for the purpose of having 
transcripts of the short-hand writers’ notes of the evidence 
laid before the parties. 

Feb. 1.—Lynch v. Daly.—In this ease an application was 
made to set aside a caveat. The matter stood over until 
this morning, in consequence of a complaint of irregularity 
in the proceedings. The caveat had been entered and 
warned in the name of a Mr. Geary, but the appearance had 
been entered in that of a Mr. Rynd. 

Mr. Geary stated that the reason was that he had not then 
taken out his certificate, and had requested Mr. Rynd to 
take up the case for him. 

Mr. Rynd.— Mr. Geary called at my office and said he 
had been concerned for Mrs. Daly, and that if I liked to go 
on with the proceedings I might do so. 

Can tee case was transferred to you for your own 
benefit, and that without the consent of the client. You 
may have thought you were doing right, but it is a course 
which every court in the Hall must highly disapprove of, 
and none more highly than I do. 

Mr. Geary.—I had her concurrence, my Lord, 

Court.—Did you enter a rule to change the attorney? 

Mr. Rynd.—No, my Lord. 

Dr. Townsend stated that the caveat had been entered and 
warned by Mr. Geary. Then an appearance had been 
entered by Mr. Rynd. Then his client had been served with 
two notices, both signed by Mr. Rynd, the defendant's 
solicitor, one of them withdrawing the caveat, and the other 
requiring the name of sureties. 

Mr. O’Moore observed that it was not uncommon for 
one attorney to take up the business of another pending the 
getting of his certificate. 

Court.—My order will be that, it being admitted by Mr. 
Rynd in open court, that le entered an appearance for the 
defendant, without having received any authority from her, 
and it further appearing that the defendant had no right to 
enter the caveat which was entered for her by her former 
attorney, Mr. Geary, | dismiss the caveat and appearance, 
with costs, to be paid to the plaintiff by Mr. Rynd, the de- 
fendant’s attorney. If there is one proceeding more than 
another which the court is bound to watch, it is the entering 
of caveats and appearances by attorneys. 

The amount of costs to be paid was measured at £4. 


COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


VICTORIA. 
Tue Divorce Court IN AUSTRALIA. 

The Victorian community have been greatly scandalised 
lately by the domestic revelations attending the case of 
Molesworth v. Molesworth, a suit for a judicial separation, 
brought with a view to secure alimony, and tried before the 
Chief Justice and a special jury of twelve at the Supreme 
Court. The petitioner was Mrs. Henrietta Molesworth, the 
wife of one of the puisne judges. The ground of the petition 
was cruelty on the part of the husband ; and the respondent, 
in his answer, alleged adultery, both in Victoria and England, 
on the part of the wife. ‘The trial extended over five days. 
The issues which the jury had to determine were fourteen in 
number. On twelve of these the jury found for the respondent. 

The petition will therefore be dismissed. 





LOWER CANADA. 

The Attorney-General has introduced a bill into the 
Canadian Parliament to prevent frontier outrages, and the 
unlawful manufacture and shipment of wines, providing for 
the seizure and examination of suspected vessels, and for the 
extradition of persons proving unworthy of Canadian hos- 
pitality. 

The Governor-General has sent a message to Parliament, 
recommending an appropriation to replace the money re- 
turned to the St. Alban’s raiders, The message was received 
with cheers, 


A large majority in Parliament favours the Confederation | 


scheme. The British Columbia and Vancouver Island 
journals are agitating for the extension of the project to 
those colonies, 





UPPER CANADA. 
The Court of Queen’s Bench of Upper Canada has decided 
that Burleigh must be delivered up to the United States. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 
Caw A Frencu Priest Marry? 

This question was, on Wednesday, 25th ult., decided in 
the negative by the Court of First Instance of Paris. The 
plaintiff, a priest, sought a deeree of nullity of his own 
marriage, on the ground that he was in holy orders at the 
time of the contract. The wife, though cited, did not ap- 
pear, so that the question was argued ex parte. Counsel for 
the plaintiff made a very long speech, and his arguments 
were adopted by M. Aubepin, the judge advocate. In the 
course of the argument the counsel, M. Georges Coulon, 
said :—‘‘It is pretended that several of the apostles were 
married ; I admit that, but what I deny is that any of them 
married after they became apostles.” He contended that 
the celibacy of priests was an ordinance of Christ himself. 

The Court declined to discuss the theological question, but 
decided that by the organic law of the concordat of Germinal 
year X, persons in holy orders were subjected to the canons 
then prevailing in France, and were consequently under an 
incapacity to marry, aud that this organic law had never 
ceased to be considered a law of the State, and that neither 
the Code Napoleon nor the constitution of the present 
empire contained anything inconsistent with it. On this 
ground a decree of nullity was pronounced. Under the 
existing system of ‘‘eode law,” this decision will have no 
effect on the determination of the pending case of the Abbé 
Chataignon,* now under appeal in the Imperial Court. 

A Paris letter, remarking on this case, observes :—‘‘ The re- 
sult to be deduced from this decision naturally is that a priest 
has only to throw off his gown to enable him to contract ma- 
trimony, and, on finding that state to be a failure, to free himself 
from his ties by resuming his frock and cowl. A convenient 
discovery for the members of that reverend body. Mean- 
while what about the wives and children thus easily 
discarded ?” 








Rovx v. ARMAND. 

Justice seems to have at last asserted her supremacy in 
the Armand case, which most of our readers will recollect. 
M. Armand was in the course of last summer indicted upon 
the charge of attempting to murder his servant, Maurice 
Roux. ‘This latter had been found in a cellar, tied up 
hand and foot, and in a state of semi-strangulation. He 
was carefully nursed and attended, and as soon as he was well 
enough to a he accused his master. M. Armand was 
arrested, lodged in goal, kept for six months in a state of 
preventive imprisonment. Coneurrently with the'prosecu- 
tion, Roux, in accordance with French practice, brought an 
action for damages. On the trial the case for the prosecu- 
tion wholly broke down. Extortion was shown to 
have been the real motive of the accusation, and evi- 
dence was produced in court to the effect that Maurice 
Roux had evidently tied himself up and fastened a cord 
round his own throat. The jury acquitted M. Armand in 
spite of the strongest opposition from the Court, which, 
evidently actuated by a feeling in which politics may be 
presumed to have had some share, in defiance of the jury’s 
verdict, awarded in the action heavy damages to Roux. 
This decision was quashed by the Court of Cassation, which 
ordered the action to be tried afresh before the Civil 
Tribunal of Grenoble. The case occupied several days. 
The Procureur-Imperial, who intervenes in every action as a 
sort of assessor, ‘‘concluded” in favour of the plaintiff, but 
the Court refused to follow his “conclusions,” nonsuited 
Roux, and ordered him to pay costs. This decision is 
loudly applauded, particularly because it is supposed (erro- 
neously, no doubt) that the judges give a rare proof of 
independence when they venture to set aside the dictatorial 
laying-down of the law by the Procureur-Imperial. 





AMERICA. 
THE LATE Mr. DALLAS. 


On Tuesday, 8rd ult., a numerous meeting of the Phila- 
delphia bar assembled to honour the memory of Mr. George 
Miflin Dallas, a distinguished member of that bar, and 


| lately, under Mr. Buchanan’s Presidency, United States 


| Ambassador at the Court of St. James's. 


An eloquent 
eulogy on the departed lawyer and statesman was delivered 
by Judge Ingersoll, and a committee, consisting of five judges 





* 8 Sol, Jour, 886° 
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and two leading barristers, appointed “to furnish a copy of the 
proceedings to the family of the late Mr. Dallas, and cause 
the publication of the same in the daily papers.” It was also 
resolved ‘‘ that the bar should attend the funeral, and wear the 
usual badge of mourning.” And ‘‘ that the chairman should, 
at his leisure, appoint some gentleman to pronounce an eulogy 
on the late Mr. Dallas.” 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


NATIONAL SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION. 

The council of this association have lately issued the fol- 
lowing valuable paper on 
The Concentration of the Courts and Offices of Law in 

London. 

The Council of the Association for the Promotion of Social 
Science conceives the above subject to be one of such great 
national importance that it has resolved to address the 
members of both branches of the Legislature, the municipal 
corporations of England and Wales, and the chambers of 
commerce, in connection with the association, as well as 
others upon it, in the hope of exciting that attention and 
interest which alone is needed to secure acceptance, in the 
ensuing session, of the two bills which the Government has 
announced its intention of bringing forward for the fourth 
time. This grievance has been repeatedly brought before 
the public during the last twenty-five years, and the 
measures which more immediately give occasion to this ad- 
dress arise from a Royal Commission issued by the ministry 
of Lord Derby in 1859. 

In 1822, 1824, 1832, 1840, 1841, 1843, and 1845, the 
subject of the concentration of our courts has in various 
forms occupied the attention of Parliament. On these oc- 
casions the following witnesses or speakers, in favour of the 
concentration, may be named:—Lord Chancellor Cottenham; 
Lord Langdale, Master of the Rolls; Sir L. Shadwell, Vice- 
Chancellor of England; Vice-Chancellor Wigram; James 
Farrar, Esq., Master in Chancery; the Earl of Devon, for- 
merly Master in Chancery; the present Lord Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas; and Mr. Baron Martin. Beside these, 
many eminent members of the bar and solicitors were 
examined, all of whom gave evidence as to the great value 
to the public of the scheme. 

In February, 1859, a deputation from the Council of the 
Law Amendment Society, now united with this association, 
waited upon Lord Derby and urged the necessity for a 
measure substantially the same as that now contemplated. 

In the same year a bill was introduced by Lord Chelms- 
ford to authorise the concentration of the equity courts (but 
without their offices) in Lincoln’s-inn. This bill was 
strongly opposed, and was eventually withdrawn, and the 
Government then appointed the Royal Commission before 
referred to. This Commission examined a number of wit- 
nesses, amongst whom were the present Lord Chancellor, 
Sir John Romilly, M.R., Lord Justice Turner, Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart, Mr. Field, and Mr. Freshfield. All of the 
witnesses spoke strongly as to the necessity of bringing the 
courts and offices together. It has been already stated that 
the proposed bills are framed in accordance with the sugges- 
tion contained in the report of this Commission. * 

All litigation of any importance is begun in London. Of 
this litigation most of that in the Superior Courts of Common 
Law, and all litigation in the Courts of Chancery, Probate 
and Divorce, and Admiralty, are not only begun, but con- 
tinued and ended in London, whilst even those actions at 
law which are tried at assizes in the country, are conducted 
up to the trialin town. It is impossible to estimate exactly, + 
but it would be difficult to over estimate the interests of the 
parties in this vast legal procedure, in which the title to 
property of every kind, all mercantile transactions, contracts, 
personal and social injuries, the validity of wills, the admi- 
nistration of great trust estates, the relations between hus- 
band and wife, the laws of ships and shipping, are dealt 
with, and decisions of immense pecuniary value obtained. 
It has been estimated that the costs annually incurred in the 


*It should be aided that an able paper on the subject, setting forth 
the necessity for the concentration*of the courts and offices ofjudica- 
ture, and the advantages of the proposed site, was read by Mr. Thomas 
Webster, F’.R.S.,at the London meeting of the Association in 1862, and 
— on by a valuable di ion, See Tr ions of 1862. pp. 

3, 210. 

+ Mr. E. W. Field has estimated that the Chancery suits in progress 
Telate to £100,000,000, 











Courts of Chancery alone amount to £1,200,000. Of these 
costs about £8 per cent. are court fees. These proceedings, 
whether they relate to parties resident in the country or to 
those residing in town, are virtually conducted by London 
attorneys and solicitors, the bulk of whom are gathered to- 

ether in and about Gray’s-inn, Lincoln’s-inn, Chancery- 
= and the Temples. Here, also, in the immediate neigh- 
bourhood of these attorneys and solicitors, all the practising 
members of the bar have their chambers, and are at hand 
whenever their assistance is needed. This district has, in 
fact, become the legal quarter of London, just as the city 
has become its mercantile district. It is included in an area 
of little more than a quarter of a mile square. 

In order to understand the amount of work which has to be 
done in connection with these courts ,it must be borne in mind 
that the judicial business, that is, the trial of causes, large as it 
is, bears a very small proportion to the ministerial and quasi- 
judicial business done in the offices of each court and the 
chambers of its judge. For instance, during the year 1863, out 
of 100,000 actions begun in the common law courts, only 3,528 
trialsand motions took place before the courts; butthe number 
of proceedings in the chambers of the judges which related to 
actions that had been begun amounted, under five of the 
principal heads alone, to nearly 130,000. At each of these 
proceedings it was necessary that each party to the dispute 
should be represented by his attorney or an efficient clerk. No 
less than 4,304 of these cases were of such importance as to 
require the attendance of counsel on both sides. In proceed- 
ings in the Court of Chancery the same constant personal 
attendance and supervision is required on the part of the 
London solicitors concerned for both parties in a cause, and 
there is even more frequent necessity for personal attendance 
at the offices and chambers of its various courts. Under its 
improved system of procedure the Court of Chancery now 
affords a comparatively cheap, easy, and safe method of 
administering trusts. In this capacity of State trustee it 
has become the depository of more than fifty millions 
sterling, all of which have been placed in its custody, and 
are constantly being dealt with through solicitors acting for 
the different trusts. The incidental applications and in- 
quiries made at the chambers of the equity judges during a 
chancery suit are always very large, as will be shown by the 
fact that nearly 18,000 summonses were disposed of during 
1863 at the chambers of the three Vice-Chancellors and the 
Master of the Rolls. Each of these summonses represents 
an average of several separate attendances by a solicitor or an 
efficient clerk on each side. 

The same division into judicial and ministerial, as well as 
quasi-judicial work, occurs in the Probate and Divorce Courts, 
which are conducted npon a method substantially the same 
with that of the common law courts, and which have an im- 
portant and rapidly increasing business. It must not, how- 
ever, be supposed that the interest of the public is to be 
measured by the number of cases in court. Just as our 
property and personal safety depend, not merely on the 
existence, but the efficiency of the police, so all our property 
owes its security to the existence and efficiency of the civil 
courts. If there were no Trustee Court in terrorem there 
would be a large additional number of fraudulent trustees. 
It may be safely affirmed that the value of all property is 
regulated by the amount of security afforded to it fsa the 
efficiency of the law. Having regard, then, to the variety, 
extent, and importance of the judicial and ministerial work 
done in these central legal tribunals and their offices, it is 
clearly the duty of the State to provide such a machinery for 
them that they shall work with the utmost attainable correct- 
ness and rapidity, and to provide for them accommodation 
in ample and convenient buildings, so placed as to be readily 
accessible to those who use them, and so arranged that there 
shonld be quick and easy communication between them and 
between each of the courts and its offices. 

The home of the courts of common law is in the range of 
rooms on the right-hand side of Westminster Hall, but con- 
stantly during the legal year each of the three courts is holding 
distinct sittings at the Guildhall, in the city of London, and 
on almost every day in the year three of the judges are sit- 
ting at chambers in Chancery-lane to hear summons business. 
The judicial business of these courts is, in fact, divided 
between two places which are two miles apart, and sepa- 
rated by crowded thoroughfares; and it appears that these 
judicial tribunals alone are often sitting in eleven places at 
the same time, sometimes in more. ‘The offices in each 
court and the chambers of the judges in which so large and 
laborious a share of the business of litigation is done, instead 
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of being in their natural position, close by their courts, are 
all of them a long way off, scattered about, in and near 
Chancery-lane. 

All the equity courts sit in or near Lincoln’s-inn, except- 
ing on the first day of term, when they sometimes still sit at 
Westminster; whilst all the offices connected with them, in 
which so vast an amount of work is done that bears upon 
and so directly affects the judicial business of the courts, are 
not only detached from the courts, but from each other. 
The judges of the Probate and Divorce Court and the High 
Court of Admiralty have absolutely no courts at all. They 
sit by permission in the equity courts at Westminster, whilst 
the depository of wills and the ministerial offices of both 
courts are two miles off, at Doctors’-commons. 

The want of proper accommodation for the judges, bar- 
risters, attorneys, and solicitors, jurymen, witnesses, and 
the public, is more or less conspicuous in all these courts. 
Some of them, particularly those at Guildhall, have been 
long and loudly in rts | of. Of the courts used by the 
two junior Vice-Chancellors, the Royal Commissioners said, 
in 1860, that ‘‘it is difficult to speak of them in terms of too 
strong disapproval.” 

But these inconveniences, grave as they are, sink into 
a when compared with the serious loss which is 
sustained by the public; ‘‘for which alone,” as the Royal 
Commissioners justly observe, ‘‘judges and officers, barristers 
and attorneys, courts and offices are provided. Of all the 
elements of expense in litigation there is none more important 
than time: of all the sources of vexation attendant upon it, 
there is none more bitter than unnecessary delay. If court 
be separated from court, and courts be at a distance from their 
offices, if these be separated from each other, if both be at a 
distance from the chambers of barristers and the offices of 
attorneys and solicitors, it is obvious that time must be lost 
in the transaction of business at every stage.” None but the 
professional man can have an adequate idea of the expense and 
loss sustained by the litigant in consequence of this separation ; 
through delay in the progress of the cause; through the 
inability of the attorney or solicitor to give his personal 
attention, or even the personal attention of an efficient clerk, 
where the courts and offices are thus scattered; and lastly, 
through the impossibility of insuring the attendance at the 
moment when a cause is called on of counsel who may be 
engaged in court two miles off. This indeed was the chief 
ground upon which the Commissioners based their earnest 
recommendation that the concentration should be effected, 
which, after four years of needless delay, it is again proposed 
to carry out. 

The site selected without hesitation by the Royal Com- 
missioners, and intended to be taken by the bill, is known 
as the ‘‘Carey-street,” or ‘Strand site.” It was selected 
for two reasons—first, that it is admirably adapted for the 
purpose; secondly, that its adoption would afford an oppor- 
tunity for effecting an important public improvement. It 
may be described in general terms as being bounded on the 
north by Carey-street, which runs at the bottom of New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn; on the south it has the main part of 
its frontage towards the Strand, a small part of it being in 
Pickett-street, which lies at the back of Saint Clement 
Dane’s Church; on the east it has a small street called 
Bell-yard, which runs parallel with Chancery-lane; and 
on the west it has for its boundary the walls of Clement’s- 
mg These boundaries enclose an area of seven acres and 
a half. 

From this locality the furthest point of what we have 
described as the legal district is not more than half a mile 
distant; to the north and east are John-street, Bedford-row, 
Gray’s-inn, Furnival’s-inn, Staple’s-inn, Southampton-row, 
Chancery-lane, and Lincoln’s-inn; to the south and south- 
east are the Middle and Inner Temples, and Essex-street, 
whilst to the south-west are Clement’s-inn, New-inn, Lyon’s- 
inn, and Somerset House, where so much work has to be 
done by the solicitor, in stamping deeds, and accounting to 
the State for most of the property, real and personal, which 
changes hands by death throughout the kingdom. 

Within these limits nearly two-thirds of the attorneys and 
solicitors of London have their offices, and these represent as 
agents the great body of the country attorneys, who number 
above 7,000. Within this area, too, almost every barrister 
has his chambers. It will be seen also, by reference to the 
map of London, that the heart of the city, or the mercantile 
part of London, is within a mile and a quarter of this site. 
With the exception of about seven hundred who practise in 
the north, east, west, and south-west districts, this city 








district contains the balance of the London attorneys and 
solicitors; and of the seven hundred just mentioned, by far 
the greater number would be directly benefited by the pro- 
posed concentration. Indeed, it is believed that no single 
attorney or solicitor can be found, however remote the 
situation of his offices, who would not testify to the almost 
incalculable advantage his clients interested in court business 
would gain from the proposed concentration. 

The general public advantages offered by this site are 
equally striking. Situated partly in the city of London and 
partly in the city of Westminster, so that the structure 
raised upon it may be regarded as the common property 
of both, it is the centre of the metropolis which both com- 
bine to form; a more exact centre, a better compromise 
between the city and the west-end, could not well be found. 
Every suburb has ready and constant access to it—by the 
Strand on one side and Holborn on the other, which are 
the great arteries of London. A very slight outlay would 
afford an excellent approach from Holborn, either by the 
north-eastern or north-western corner of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
The Metropolitan Railway in Farringdon-street, the London, 
Chatham, and Dover at Ludgate-hill, the South Eastern at 
Charing-cross and Cannon-street, and the London and South- 
Western at Waterloo-bridge, all, draining an immense town 
andsuburban district onall sides, bring their passengers within 
an easy walk. And the approach by river, the sole advantage 
of this kind which Westminster affords, will be equally 
afforded here, for the Temple pier is almost at hand, and may 
be rendered easily accessible. 

In this commanding position, which, as the Lord Chan- 
cellor has observed, seems ‘‘as if created for the purpose of 
this great improvement,” it is proposed to bring together 
in one pile of building the superior courts of law and 
equity, the Probate and Divorce Courts, and the Courts of 
Admiralty, and all the various offices connected with each 
of these courts. The broad features of the scheme may be 
thus outlined. 

The range of shops extending from Bell-yard, which is on 
the city side of Temple-bar, extending past Temple-bar along 
the north side of the Strand to Pickett-court, will be taken 
down, and the street widened so as to form a becoming 
approach on the south side. 

A second arch may probably be placed at Temple-bar, 
which will relieve the serious pressure of traffic so often and 
so much complained of. Over this double archway it is 
thought that a passage may be constructed, forming a communi- 
cation uninterrupted by the trafticof Fleet-street, between the 
Temple, the new Thames embankment, and the river on the 
one side, and the new courts, Fleet-street, and the Strand on 
the other side. 

The buildings forming the western boundary of the narrow 
and unwholesome alley, called Bell-yard, will of course be 
removed, and this street, as wellas Carey-street, will be con- 
verted into wide and useful thoroughfares. 

The only opposition to this site has come from the Hon. 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn, who have objected to nothing but 
the removal of the equity courts from theirInn. _ It is to be 
observed with regret that this opposition was based upon no 
wider foundation than the personal convenience and personal 
feeling of the members of this society, and it may be fairly 
urged upon this head, that even if these objections were well 
founded, they form no just ground of opposition to a scheme 
which would so greatly benefit the whole community. The 
objections, however, are of no weight. No sensible incon- 
venience will be caused to members of Lincoln’s-inn by the 
transfer of the courts of equity to a spot which is within a 
stone’s throw. No injustice is done to the society by the 
removal of courts which exist for the public, from a place 
where they have been badly housed, to a place where they 
will prove most for the public good. Itshould be added that 
the feeling of the other Inns of Court is entirely in favour of 
the proposed bills, and even in Lincoln’s-inn it is understood 
that opinion is divided. 

The costs of the new courts, including the cost of the site, 
has been approximately estimated by the officers of the 
Board of Works at £1,500,000. This it is proposed to raise 
in the following way:— 

1, The value of the courts and offices at present belonging 
to the State, and the capitalised value of the rental of the 
courts and offices now rented by the State which will be set 
free by their removal to the new courts, and which are taken 
at £200,000, are to be paid by the Government. 

2. One million is to be contributed from a fund in 
the hands of the Court of Chancery, which amounts to 
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£1,291,000. This fund, which is designated as fund B in 
the report of the Royal Commissioners, has arisen in the fol- 
lowing way. Money deposited by suitors in the hands of the 
Court of Chancery is only invested for their benefit on their 
express application. The floating cash balance in the hands 
of the Accountant-General, and not so invested at the express 
request of the suitor, is treated as between the suitors and 
the court as so much cash ona drawing account at a bankers. 
But as this floating cash balance has always been very large, * 
the Lord Chancellor, instead of allowing the Bank of England 
to get the benefit of it, has, since 1739, continually kept the 
—— part of it invested under the authority of Acts of 

‘arliament for the benefit of the State. The income from 
these investments increased, in spite of large payments made 
from time to time for salaries, compensations, pensions, and 
the building of new courts and offices, till it amounted to 
£1,291,000. It was then capitalised, and is the sole and 
exclusive property of the State, to which no suitor has any 
claim except in the remote contingency of a deficiency in 
realising the investments of floating cash, all of which have 
been made at an average of 87. Of this fund (which may be 
concisely described as the banker’s profit, made and accumu- 
lated by the State under legislative authority, on the gua- 
rantee, and at the risk of the public, by investing the 
floating cash balances left at call by the suitors) it is 
proposed to devote one million to the building of the new 
courts. 

It should be added that one member of the Royal Commis- 
sion, Vice-Chancellor Wood, differed from his colleagues as 
to the propriety of resorting to these funds, on the ground 
that as they have arisen by a banking profit made out of 
suitors’ cash, the suitors have a moral claim upon them so 
far as to require that they should only be applied for their 
benefit by the reduction of suitors’ fees. But even if the 
validity of the argument be admitted, the objection is 
answered by the fact that such an application would be far 
less advantageous than that recommended by the Royal 
Commissioners. The application of the million which it is 
proposed to devote to building the new courts, to the reduc- 
tion of suitors’ fees, would only save them £30,000 a year. 
But assuming that the annual costs in chancery are 
£1,200,000, the acceleration of the progress of suits only two 
days in the year through the proposed concentration would 
effect a saving to the suitors of more than £30,000. 

8. The balance of £400,000 is to be advanced out of the 
consolidated fund. This balance is to be lent by the State to 
the suitor at 3} per cent., but both principal and interest 
are to be repaid and the debt extinguished by the suitors in 
fifty years by means of a rent-charge to be levied by fees on 
the suitors and proceedings of all courts and offices accom- 
modated at the new buildings, except the Court of Chancery. 
This Court is to be relieved from any rent-tax, on the ground 
that it will have contributed a million out of fund B. The 
other rent fees to be paid by the suitors of the other courts 
will of course relieve such suitors from the rent they have 
now to pay for offices. The redemption annuity thus created 
is equivalent to a fixed annual rent-charge of £18,000 a year 
during fifty years, a sum which will be easily levied by a 
comparatively small rent of courts fee on the proceedings on 
each of the courts accommodated. For instance, the average 
number of writs of summons issued in the three superior 
courts of common law during the years 1859-60-61 was daaeet 
exactly 100,000. A fee of only one shilling and sixpence 
on each writ-—an item absolutely inappreciable in the cost of 
a common law action—would produce £7,500 from the 
common law courts alone. 

As a very considerable proportion of the expenses of the 
new buildings will arise from the necessity for providing an 
ample depository for wills,+ not only for London, but for the 
whole country, it has been suggested that the proportion of 
the rent-charge paid by the Probate Court should be equal 
to that upon the common law courts, namely, £7,500. The 
total number of probates and letters of administration granted 
in 1862 exceeded 27,000, and no doubt an average fee of 
6s. 8d., graduated according to the existing scale of probate 
duty, upon all probates and letters of administration above 
£100 would produce that amount. Of course these figures 
are only given by way of suggestion, and merely to show that 
any possible rent tax which will have to be borne by the 
suitors would be an item of expense scarcely appreciable in 





* It amounts at present to about three millions. 


+ We have been informed that the Government have given notice | 





to the advocates of Doctors’-commons that it is intended to convert | 


that college into a general depository of wills.—Eb. S. J 











comparison with the saving caused by the increased rapidity 
and efficiency of litigation. 

The fund called fund B, together with other Chancery 
funds, is charged with the payment of large outgoings, and it 
appears by the returns for 1863, that the income from these 
sources only exceeded the outgoings by £356 during that 
year. But these outgoings, to the extent of £53,000 a year, 
arise from the payment of certain compensation allowances 
in the nature of terminable annuities payable to the holders 
of abolished offices of the court. With reference to these 
compensations, the Government measure proposes to: do what 
it is conceived is but very tardy justice to the equity suitors. 
The former holders of the offices were what may be called so 
many pensioners on the suitors, paid, not for services render- 
ed, but for liberty to enter the court in search of justice. A 
patent office of this sort was in ancient days an approved 
method of endowing any favourite of the monarch. Butas the 
State created these predatory offices it should have abolished 
them at its ownexpense. Instead of so doing, ithas thrown 
the purchase moneys to be paid in the shape of the compen- 
sation annuities in question, on the suitors of the present 
generation by way of life-rent, instead of paying the whole, 
as it clearly should have done, out of the principal of fund B. 
This injustice the Money Bill proposes to remedy. The 
result will therefore be that, after the withdrawal of the pro- 
posed million of stock, for the purposes of the intended courts, 
the balance of fund B. will be applicable to the redemption 
of the compensation annuities, and an immediate and large 
reduction will be effected in the taxation of equity suitors. 

The preceding statement will have shown conclusively that 
the present condition of our courts and offices is not to be 
looked at as a professional grievance, but a source of serious 
injury and loss to all suitors, and therefore very detrimental 
to the value of all property. It will also have shown that 
the reinedy proposed to be applied may be applied without 
in any way adding to the public burdens. That it has not 
been begun years ago is due mainly to the indifference shown 
by the great body of Members of Parliament to the bills re- 
peatedly brought forward for the purpose. It is earnestly to 
be hoped that, looking to the important and general public 
interests which are aflected by them, they will see that these 
measures are not allowed to drop through for the fourth time. * 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

Mr. M. H. Cookson, on Equity, Monday, Feb. 13. 

Mr. H. Sutetp, on Common Law and Mereantile Law, 
Friday, Feb. 17. 

PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 

Pursuant to the judges’ orders, the preliminary examina- 
tion in general knowledge will take place on the 11th and 
12th July, 1865.+ 

The special examiners have selected the following books, 
in which candidates will be examined in the subjects num- 
bered 9 at the said examination :— 

In Latin—Cicero, De Amicitia; or, Horace, Odes, books 
i, and iv. 

In Greek—Xenophon, Anabasis, book i. 

In Modern Greek-—-Same as at the examination in May 
next.+ 

In French—Voltaire, La Mort de César, acts 1, 2, and 3 ; 
or A. de Lamartine, Christopher Colomb, part 1. 

In German—Schiller’s Jungfrau von Orleans, acts 1 and 2; 
or, Géeth’s Aus meinem Leben, vol. 1, books 4 and 5. 

In Spanish—Same as at examination in May next. 

In Italian—Same as at examination in May next. 

Kach candidate will be examined in one language only, ac- 
cording to his selection. Candidates will have the choice of 
either of the above-mentioned works. 


* Assuming that the bills are to be passed at the ensuing session, 
the proper arrangement for the details of the plans for best accom- 
modating the various courts and offices will be a matter of much 
difficulty, and require great attention from persons practically 
acquainted with the whole machinery of the law. Nothing could 
be more fatal to the scheme than to place this duty in the hands of 
an architect or of the Board of Works. Itis therefore very satis- 
factory to find in the Treasury Minutes the following passage :— 

“It will be subject for consideration hereafter whether it may not 
be expedient to appoint a Royal Commission to consider and report 
on the plans to be adopted for the accommodation of the several 
courts.”’— Note BY THE COUNCIL. 

+ The terms and requirements of this examination will be foundin 
detail in 8 Sol. Jour, 580, and 9 Sol. Jour, 150, 

t 9 Sol. Jour, 150, 
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COURT PAPERS. 


Chancery Cause Wist. 
Sittings after Hilary Term, 1865. 
BEFORE THE LORD CHANCELLOR AND LORDS 
JUSTICES. 


Appeals. 
Attorney-General v. Master 
and Co-Brethren of the 
Hospital of St. John the 
Baptist, Bedford (R.—Nov. 
18 


Collinson v. White (S.—Jan. 
20 


Holberton v. Clement (S.— 
Jan. 20) 

(L. C.) Hanmer v. Chance 
(W.—Jan. 25) 

Wakefield v. Llanelly Rail- 


way and Dock Company (R. 
—Jan. 27) 

Jones v. Rees (K.—Jan. 27) 

Causes. 

(L. C.) Baxendale v. West 
Midland Railway Company 

(L. C.) Baxendale v. Great 
Western Railway Co. 

Attorney-General v. Cham- 
bers; Attorney-General v. 
Rees 

(L. C.) Simpson v. Holliday 

Meux v. Bruce 





BEFORE THE MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 


Causes, dc. 
Berdoe v. Dawson (pt. hd.) 
Vigor v. Salmon 
Davies v. Otty 
Samble v. Wilson 
Kirkham v. Muggeridge 
(Knight) 
Smith v. Wilson 
Butcher v. Sherwood 
Geale v. Hockley 
Dickson v. Adams 
Lees v. Lees 
Nason v. Marriott 
Bruce v. Morison; King v. 
Morison ; King v. Franck- 
lyn 
Ormerod v. Rostron 
Howard vy. Earl of Shrews- 
bury 
Ridley v. Ridley 
Chadwick v. Turner 
Pomfret vy. Plueknett 
Beresford vy. Conyers 
Batchelor v. Morley 
Cheesman v. Price 
Pink v. Aburrow 
Plucknett v. Pomfret 
Anderton v. Anderton 
D’Huart v. Harkness 
Quicke v. Floud 
Turner v. Mirfield 
Chambers v. Crabbe 
Ellis v. Griffith 
Payne v. Hailstone 
Sercombe vy. Sanders 
Thomas v. Chorley 
Tidswell v. Tidswell 
Willis v. Willis 
Robinson v. Clarke 
Burke v. Rogerson 
Heywood, Bart., v. 
wood 
Hole v. Davies 


Hey- 


Tanswell v. Scurrah 

Lucas v. Clarke 

Willis v. Willis 

Bank of England v. 
geridge 

Ingle v. Partridge (14 Feb.) 

Webster v. Donaldson 

Young v. Gill 

Conyers v. Beresford 

Bedford yv. Bedford 

In re Knight; Lane v. Bam- 
field 

Richards y. Hocking 

Evans v. Angell 

Disney v. Parker 

Crawley v. Garrett 

Sandilands v. Mathison 

Evans vy. Stilwell 

Taunton v. Baxter 

Lowndes v. Hulton 

Wombwell v. Cookney 

Moone v. Moone 

Hall v. Winder 

Tresidder vy. Deane 

Leach v. Leach 

Disney v. Crosse 

Galloway v. Mayor, &c., of 
London 

Fox v. Gurnell 

Hughes v. Hughes 

Heron v. Marshall 

Tibbs v. Elliott 

Nunn v. Fabian 

Marsh v. Heath 

Medworth v. Watson 

Mends v. Esdaile 

Thorley v. Hancock 

Smith v. Davis; Jones v. 
Davis ; Jones v. Davis 

Jeffery v. Jetfery 

Stewart v. Stewart 

Kent v. Kent 

Nunn v. D’Albuquerque 


Mug- 





BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR 


SIR RICHARD T. 


KINDERSLEY. 


Causes, de. 

Chambers v. Manchester and 

Milford Railway Co. 
Same y. Same 
Smart v. Hawksworth 
Millard v. Ellyett 
Earl of Eglinton v. Lamb, Bt. 
Earl of Eglinton v. Lamb, Bt. 
Jenkins v. Lemon 
Oakden, v. Pike 
Tomlinson v. Rutter 
Lovegrove v. Heath 
Gant v. Heales 
Morgan vy. Morgan 


Gillett v. Gane 

Gataker v. Reynardson 

Barker v. Peile 

Fitch v. Cutts 

Sharpin v. Symons 

Cooke v. Hathway 

Gentry v. Gentry 

Dakers v. Lilburn 

Smith v. Meadows 

Travis v. Illingworth 

McClymont v. Ray 

The London Monetary Ad- 
vance, &e., Co. (Limited) y. 
Brown 





| 


Hosken v. Sincock 
Paine v. Brown 
Winterbottom v. Storey 
Armytage v. Armytage 
Hutton v. Hutton 
Hollis v. Bulpett 
Ford v. Marston 
Gutteridge v. Fletcher 
Wilson v. Kempe 
Briggs v. Griffiths 
Taylor v. Milnes 
Ponting v. Butler 
Robinson v, Evans 
Maxwell v. Mackenzie 
Maxwell vy. Wright, other- 
wise Mackenzie 
Cooper y. Tharp 
Tomkinson v. Naden 
Painter v. Ford 
Marquis of Downshire v. Smith 
Leaton y. Armstrong 
Shanks v. Dickinson 
Phillips v. James 
Fitzgibbon v. Dillon 
Curriers’ Co. v. Corbett 
Grosvenor v. Smallwood 
Towns v. Wentworth 
Ivimey v. Stocker 


Parsons v. Parsons 

Pole y. De la Pole, Bart. 

Chapman vy. Finch 

Waterhouse v. Farlow 

Painter v. Gardner 

Bell v. Wilson 

Inre Taylor; Frayne vy. Taylor 

Beecher v. Major 

Patch v. Shore 

Walsh v. Jupp 

Taylor v. Taylor 

Byers v. Dalton 

Byers v. Dalton 

Beardsley v. Beynon 

Winkworth v. Allen 

Attorney-Gen. v. St. John’s 
Hospital, Bath 

Hartlepool Gas and Water Co. 
v. West Hartlepool Harbour 
and Railway Co. 

Pentney v. The Lynn Paying 
Commissioners 

Norval v. Pascoe; Thomas vy. 
Pascoe 

Stockport District Water- 
works Co. v. Jowett 

Turner v. Sowdon 

Dunsany v. Dunsany 





BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR JOHN STUART, 


Causes, de. 

Cooper vy. Williamson 

Tundley v. Malpas 

Makepeace v. Rogers 

Brown v. Henwood 

Tee vy. Bridger (17 Feb.) 

McIntosh vy. Great Western 
Railway Co. 

Defries v. Smith 

Bayley v. Williams 

Swanston v. Smethurst 

In re Hall; Robinson vy. La- 
tham 

Bayley Worthington v. Wil- 
liamson 

Dover v. Buck 

Langdon v. Blake 

Burrows v. Langley 

Cust v. Middleton 

Brideoake v. Lees 

Jones v. Dixon 

Austin v. Cantle 

Fowler v. Haynes 

Forman v. Harvey 

Cooke y. Benbow 

Joseph y. Metropolitan Rail- 
way Co, 

Williamson v. Shinton (24 F.) 

Hunter vy. The General Co. of 
Italian Irrigation Canals 
(Cavour Canal) 

Parker v. Lee 


| Taylor v. Kay 


Willoughby y. Brideoake 
Hall v. Waterhouse 
Neve v. Cust 


| Stanhope v. Earl of Harring- 


ton 


| Smith v. Thomas 


Yardley v. Broughton 
Symonds v. Creasy 
Edwards Wood v. Baldwin 
Ensley v. Ensley 


| Croft v. Graham 


| Davey v. Wietlesbach 


In re Stubbs’ Estate; Stubbs 
v. Marsh 

Rayson v. Watson 

Warland v. Gooby 

Wood vy. Wadham 

King v. Brown 

Rawley v. Skevington 

Upperton v. Upperton 


Rhodes v. Bate 
Garrett v. Adams 
Ludgater v. Horley 
Rapley v. Holbrook 
Haig v. Gwyther 
Welch v. Phillips 
Fowler v. Druce 
Thomas y. Cross 
Beynon y. Morris 
Martyn v. Parnell 
Williams vy. Caslon 
Jenkins vy. Parry 
Lingen v. Jones 
John y. Lloyd 
Oliver vy. Hughes 
Paul v. Buggs 
Maugham v. Larchin 
Wormald vy. Maitland 
Foster vy. Oxenham 
Daniel v. Towne 
Wriford vy. Glubb 
Wriford vy. Wriford 
Cooper v. Hambrook 
Petheram v. Taylor 
ireland v. Trembath 
Morgan vy. Day 
Caton vy, Caton 
Bethell v. Green 
Cann v. Morris 
Dexter v. Powell 
Colby v. Gadsden 
Gill v. Littlefair 
Brierley v. Furnival 
Johnstone y. Hamilton , 
Lees v. Becker 
Lucas y. London, Brighton, 
and South Coast Railway 
Co. 
Holdgate v. Jones 
Goodwin v. Brain 
Walidon y. Giraud 
Heberden v. Holden 
Owen v. Harries 
Williams vy. Wood 
Hamp v. Hamp 
Fenwick y. Clark 
3arker v. Barker 
Layton vy. London, Brighton, 
and South Coast Railway 
Co. 
Cooke v. Lees 
Clarke v. Ward 
3unn y. Bunn 
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Thornton v. Finch 

In re Wood; Wood v. Bing- 
ley 

Hetherington v. Dennis 

Woore v. Dowling 

Vaughan v. Governors of the 
Bounty of Queen Anne 

Cobb v. Howes 

Staunton v. Browne 

Bond v. Bond 

Cooke v. Temple 

Pringle v. Peacey; Peacey v. 
Norbury 


Newton v. Hume 
Wright v. Mullett 
Landon vy. Tucker 
Curry v. Elmslie 
Williams v. Williams 
Walker v. Fewkes 
Blacklock v. Donald 
Depree v. Bedborough 
Gaskoin v. Morgan 
Bell v. Bell 

Raisbeck v. Farmer 
Wheeler v. Gibson 
Clement v. Bickerstaff 





BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR WILLIAM PAGE 
WOOD. 


Causes, &c. 

Jackson vy. Swan (pt. hd.) 

Kirkwood v. Thompson 
(pt. hd.) 

Seixo v. Provezende 

Eden v, Thompson 

Neuville v. Laneuville 

Hart v. Stothert 

Central Railroad and Banking 
Co. of Georgia v. Mitchell 

Cheltenham Water Works 
Co. v. Russell, Bart. 

Duke of Northumberland v. 
The Great Western and 
Brentford Railway Co. 

Challinor v. Bowen 

Allan v. Scott 

Foster v. Gladstone 

Wedderburne v. Thomas 

Hooper v. Gunn 

McLellan v. Gunn 

Dalton v. Neale 

Frith v. Cartland 

London and South-Western 
Railway Co. v. Fitter 

Thompson v. Fennell 

Acland, Bart., v. Troyte 

Winearls v, Westby 

Kay v. Barlow 

Cooke v. Stilwell 

A. H. Bull v. Stanley 

Bass v. Austin 

Hiscock vy. Shrimpton 

Parker v. Whyte 

Shears v. Dickenson 

Hansford y. Barton 

Hall v. Slack 

Forder v. Stevens 

Edmondson v. Kilshaw 

Panton v. Smith 

Roscoe v. Waln 

Jarvis v. Moore 

Andrewes v. Jones 

Tennant v. Bankart 

Stepney v. Biddulph 

Sampson v. Harrison 

Temple Pier Co. (Limited) v. 
Metrop. Board of Works 

Peacock y. Peacock 

Fenton v. Fenton 

Godfrey v. Brooke 

Holmes vy. Bridge 

Catlow v. Catlow 

Sargent v. Coates 

Spokes v. The Banbury Local 
Board of Works 

Fletcher v. Goodall 

Miller y. Sturgis 

Morgan vy. Gwynne 

Dodds vy. Hills 

Spires v. Fisher 

Smith v. Dawson 

Wilbraham vy. Simons 

Gilbert v. The Charing Cross 
Railway Co. 

Cropton v. Smith 

South v. Bloxam 


Dugdale v. Robertson 

Burton v. Shaw 

Treacy v. Dolman 

Glitsenstein v. Adams 

Smith v. Lewis 

De Martana v. De Martana 

Mostyn v. Mostyn 

Wickham v. Wing 

Proud v. Bates 

Jefferys v. Dickson 

Beard v. Turner 

Robson v. Wilson 

Bidwell v. Wright 

Clarke v. Green 

Finch v. Burden 

Savin v. The Oswestry and 
Newtown Railway Co. 

Tucker v. Burrow 

Scarby v. The Tottenham and 
Hampstead Junction Rail- 
way Co. 

Cox v. Emery 

Gray v. Price 

Harrison v. Taylor 

Waine v. Bitmead 

Lakin v. Lakin 

Whitehouse v. Kendrick 

Eastlake, Knight v. Eastlake 

Dilley v. Matthews 

Alexandre v. Wallis 

Locock v. Smyth 

Wright v. Peyton 

Dean v. Handley 

Dowle v. Saunders 

Goold v. The Great Western 
Deep Coal Co. (Limited) 

The Great Western Deep 
Coal Co. (Limited) y. 
Goold 

Morton v. Elliott 

tabbetts v. Woodward 

Tate v. Williamson 

Davenport v. Goldberg 

Davenport v. Philips 

Horsey v. Mott 

Triston v. Winter 

Wilkinson v. Wilkinson 

Hanbury v. Wood 

Davis v. Shepherd 

Grainger v. Wright 

Tribute v. Rose 

Hunt v. Pullen 

Roberts v. Evans 

Levy v. The Metropolitan 
Railway Co. 

Christmas y. Chaleraft 

Lord Leconfield v. The Mid- 
Sussex and Midhurst June- 
tion Railway Co. 

Massey v. Massey 

Glaholm v. Barker 

Goldsmid v. Tunbridge Wells 
Improvement Commission- 
ers 

Greatrex vy. Banton 

Richards v. Richards 

Bidder v. Mac Rae 


Marpole vy. Owen 

Morris y. Jevons 

3arker v. Venables 
Francis v. Watson 
Broadwood v. Merewether 
Sitwell v. Stovin 

Smith v. Tompson 
Woods v. Pelegrin 
Taylor y. Cann 

Adams v. Waller 


Tong v. Rawsthorne 

Symmington v. Whitehead 

Calvert v. Armitage 

Cherrett v. Keipe 

Attorney-General vy. Mayor, 
&c.,of Kingston-on-Thames 

Evans v. Pollard 

Daniell v. Helder 

Pavey v. Pavey 





SITTINGS OF HER MAJESTY’S COURT OF RECORD 
FOR THE HUNDRED OF SALFORD. 
(Before JoserH Kay, Esq., M.A., the Judge.) 

First day of sitting—Wednesday, March 1; Monday, May 
22; ~ ahi: Ha July 13; Wednesday, October 11; Friday, De- 
cember 1. 

Last day for service of writ.—February 6, April 28, June 
20, September 18, November 8. 

Last day for filing declarations and giving notice thereof. 
—February 14, May 6, June 28, September 26, Novem- 
ber 16. 

Last day for delivering issue with notice of trial, for giving 
notice of writ of inquiry, for entry of causes, and lodging 
record with particulars annexed of demand and set-off.—Fe- 
bruary 23, May 16, July 7, October 5, November 25. 

The Court will sit at 9.30 a.m. each day, and by adjourn- 
ment from day to day, or on such other days as the judge 
may appoint. 

The High Steward, the Right Hon. the Earl of Sefton ; 
Judge, Joseph Kay, Esq., M.A.; Deputy-Steward and Regis- 
trar, James Hilton Hulme, Esq. ; Deputy-Registrar, William 
Foyster, Esq.; Assistant-Registrar, Frederick J. Munby, 
Esq.; Judge’s Clerk and Crier, George Woud ; Office Clerk, 
Thomas Marr; Head Bailiff, Martin Newton; Under 
Bailitis, C. M. Newton, Manchester ; William Grundy and 
John Thornley, Bolton ; William Binns, Bury; Edward 
Hill, Rochdale ; Moses Aspinall, Middleton. 

Ottice—Town-Hall, Salford. Hours—10 A.M. to 4 P.M.; 
Saturdays, 10 4.M. to 1 P.M. 








A new paper-is about to be started in Paris under the 
title of ‘‘Ze Necrologiste.” By way of a premium it pro- 
mises its subcribers a panegyric in the event of their 
demise. How tempting! 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
a ee 











































































Shares. | Railways. Paid. |Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter ......ccccccscoseseesserenees 100 91 
Stock | Caledonian......... - 100 133 
Stock | Edinburgh and Glasgow 100 89 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ...... 100 109 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 100 474 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 100 8 
Stock | Great Northern . 100 | 133 
Stock DG OMPOGET, kissescaviversisainreicsissavsons 100 | 149 
Stock | Do., B Stock .... i .-| 100 | 132 
Stock | Great Southern an 100 | 92 
Stock | Great Western—Original ... sad «| 100 | 81 
stock  Do., West Midland—Oxfo 100 | 60 
Stock Do., do.—Newport ........ 100 51 
Stock Do., do.—Hereford ........ ++} 100 | 103 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ............00000 100 7k 
Stock | London and Blackwall ...........ccsseceeseves 100 84 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 100 106 x.d. 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover..........0006 100 38 
Stock | London and North-Western.........sssss0se 100 121 
Stock | London and South-Western ...... ++| 100 99. 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln | 100 614.x.d. 
Stock | Metropolitan..............cccccccsscsssscsssceores | 100 127, 

10 Do., New £4:10 7; 
Stock | Midland ......... ! 100 137; 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby «| 100 108 
Stock | North British ........... oe +! 100 55 
Stock | North London 100 125 

10 Do., New 10 12 

10 Do., New, 1864 5 14pm: 
Stock | North Staffordshire...........0..seseceseessseee| 100 81 
Stock | Scottish Central 100 142 
Stock | South DeVOM oecsec...ccccsessecsscscrserevcceverscs 100 58 
Stock | South-Eastern ......cccccccssscesesrsessesooeseres 100 874 
Stock | Taff Vale...... 100 165 

10 Do., C ee 3 43pm 
Stock | Vale Of Neath .....cccccccccsssscssssercenseesoees 100 112 
Stock | West CorsWall .....cscccecscsn<cseovevessveceossens 100 40 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 








Feb. 11,1865. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


317 








Last Quotation, Peb. 9, 1865, 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.] 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 89} Annuities, April, ’85, — 

Ditto for Account, Feb. 9, 893 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 883 Ex Bills, £1000, 6 per Ct. 4 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 883 Ditto, £500, Do, par pm 

Do, 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 — Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. 4 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 — Bank of England Stock, 5} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °73 — Ct. (last half-year), 248 
Annuities, Jan. ’80, Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stock, 104 p Ct. Apr. ’74, Ind. Enf. Pr., 5 p C., Jan. ’72, 102 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 5 per Cent., May, ’79, — 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70, 103 | Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, ’64 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 — Do. Do., 4 per Cent., Aug. 66 — 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000, pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. — | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, pm 











THe PeXALty or Maxine A Notse.—At the Saffron 
Walden Petty Sessions, a few days ago, a man named Harri- 
son was charged with making a noise while vending his 
wares in Saffron Walden Market. The police officer who 
supported the charge admitted that no complaint had been 
made of defendant individually ; but the inspector added 
that the noise defendant made was more than that made by 
any other person. Defendant, in answer, stated that he was 
not aware that he was doing anything wrong by making a 
noise in the market on a market day, and promised for the 
future to make less noise. He begged to be let off, as he 
had a mother and brother entirely dependent on him for 
support, but he was fined 6d. with 11s. costs, or in default 
21 days’ imprisonment with hard labour. 


Tue Netson Cotumn.—Our readers in general—and 
Englishmen in particular—will be surprised to learn that 
one of the four lions for the Nelson column, so long ago 
commissioned from Sir Edwin Landseer, has been cast in 
plaster. In the course of a few years this statue may be 
placed on its pedestal. The variations of head and tail 
which were not long since declared to be all that would be 
required to produce four lions out of one have yet to be 
made. For the honour of English art we hope they may 
remain unattempted. As Nelson gave us four original 
victories — Nile, Vopenhagen, St. Vincent, and Trafalgar— 
so we are bound to give him, at least, good and original 
lions—even if he have to wait for them a hundred years.— 
Athenewn. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
Feb. 2.—By Mr. Marsa. 

Leasehold improved rental of £95 Rs annum, arising out of the 
Ironmonger’s Arms, Westferry-road, Millwall—Sold for £1,500. 

A debt of £1,598 16s. 11d., charged on the freehold estates of Llan- 
dovery and Flat Point, Jamaica—Sold for £610. 

Absolute reversion to one-sixth of £2,000, receivable on decease of 3 
lives aged 70, 69, and 66 years ; also one-sixth part of another sum 
of £2,000, receivable on the decease of 2 of the above lives, aged 69 
and 65 years~Sold for £220. 

Absolute reversion to £1,000 sterling, receivable on decease of a lady 
aged 74 years—Sold for £630. 

Absolute reversion to one-tenth of £2,500, receivable on the decease 
of 2 lives aged 72 and 68 years--Sold for £100. 

Policy of assurance for £2,000, effected with the Alliance British and 
a Assurance Company, on the life of a lady aged 62 years— 
Sold for £750. 

Freehold, 10a. 2r. 10p. of arable land, known as Hick’s Field, situate at 
Dagenham—Sold for £555. 

Absolute reversion to one-fifth of £6,028 17s., Consols, receivable on 
the decease of a lady aged 67 years—Sold for £620. 

The life interest of a lady aged 68 years to one-fifth part of dividends 
arising from £6,028 17s. Consols, and in the rents of 6 residences 
in the Hornsey and Goswell-roads—Sold for £450. 

One-fourth part or share in 2 freehold houses, being Nos. 67 and 68, 
Great Prescott- street, Goodman’s-fields—Sold for £350. 

Freehold house, being No. 18, Tenter-street East, Goodman’s-fields— 


Sold for £270. 
AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Feb, 8.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovsrigLpD. 
Lease (14 years unexpired) and goodwill ofa coffee and chop house, 
situate Nos. 27 and 28, Old Jewry—Sold for £2,500. 
Freehold house, being No. 2, Ball-court, Jewry-st, Aldgate; let at £18 
per annum—Sold for £340. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
KING—On Jan. 26, at Enniskillen, the wife of Richard King, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a daughter. 
CLARKSON—On Feb. 6, at Rimer, Middlesex, the wife of E. C. Clark- 





son, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of ason. 
LOVEGROVE—On Feb. 1, at Merton, Surrey, the wife of W. H. Love- | 
grove, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. { 


TRACEY—On Jan. 28, at Dublin, the wife of Thomas H. Tracey, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a son. 

WILLIAMSON—On Jan. 31, at the Law Society’s Hall, London, the 
wife of Edward Walter Williamson, Esq., of a son, 

MARRIAGES. 

HARRIS—BERRIDGE—On Feb. 2. at St. Pancras Church, Joseph 
Harris, Esq., Solicitor, Knutsford, to Jessie, youngest daughter of 
the late William Berridge, Esq., Lincoln. 

SIMPSON—SENIOR—On Feb. 1, at the Parish Church, Kensington, 
one T. Simpson, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, to 

. M. Senior. 

WOODLOCK—DILLON—On Feb. 4, at Cork, William Woodlock, Esq., 
of Dublin, Barrister-at-Law, to Frances Mary, daughter of the late 
Edward Dillon, Esq., M.D., of Dublin. 

DEATHS, 

ge ag Feb. 6, at Edinburgh, William Allan, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 64. 

BARTY—On Jan. 30, at Anchorfield, Dunblane, Elizabeth, wife of 
Thomas Barty, Esq., Solicitor. 

HIGGINS—On Jan. 4, at Leamington, Thomas Charles Higgins, Esq. 
of Bedfordshire, Chairman of Quarter Sessions for that county. 

HUGGINS—On Dec. 28, at Demerara, Hastings Colquhoun,’eldest son 
of H. C. Huggins, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

KNIGHT—On Jan. 31, Helena, widow of Charles Knight, Esq., Solicitor, 
late of Old Broad-street, E.C. 

LOWNDES—On Feb. 9, at Southport, Lancashire, Matthew Dobson 
Lowndes, Esq., late of Liverpool, Solicitor, aged 69. 

PHILLIPS—On Feb. 4, at Bushey, Eliza, wife of Charles P. Phillips, 
Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, and eldest daughter of William Loftus 
Lowndes, Esq., Q.C. 

RICHMOND—On Feb. 6, at Crouch-end, Middlesex, Jane, wife of 

Robert Richmond, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 62. 

SALTER—On Feb. 4, at Hammersmith, Mary Froome, wife of William 
Salter, Esq., and sister of the late Judge Talfourd. 

SCOTLAND—On Jan. 31, at St. Mary Abbott’s-terrace, Kensington, 
George Scotland, Esq., C.B., late Chief Justice of Trinidad, aged 82. 

STORY—On Jan. 5, at Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Henry Story, Esq., 
Solicitor, aged 43. 





UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


ing Names will be 
other Claimants appear 


fall, 
J 





The amount of Stock heretofore standing in t 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless 
within Three Months:— 

Benett, Henry Burtton, Wilmot-street, Middlesex, Esq., deceased. 
£2,106 16s, Reduced £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by William 
Morgan Benett, the executor. 

Davipson, Ronrat, Downing-terrace, Cannonbury, Esq., deceased. 
£2,322 6s. Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by Thos. 
Davidson, the Administrator. 

Fotey, Rev. Joun, Holt, Worcestershire, Epwarp Danrét, Clifton, 
Gloucestershire, Esq., and W1it1am Vizarp, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Esq., all deceased. £2,500 Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities— 
Claimed by Mary Vizard, Widow, Frances Vizard, and Caroline 
Vizard, both spinsters, executrixes of Wm Vizard, who was the 
survivor. 

Inauts, Str Ropert Harry, Bedford-square, Bart., Josava Watson, 
Clapton, Esq., and Benzamin Harrison, Clapton-common, Esq., all 
deceased. £300 Long Annuities—Claimed by Archdeacon Benja- 
min Harrison, one of the executors of said B. Harrison, deceased, 
who was the survivor. 

Patreson, Susanna, Buckerell, Devon, Spinster. £45 Consolidated 
£3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said S. Patteson. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Wilinding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Frrpay, Feb, 3, 1865, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Alexandra Park Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 31, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on Feb 11. 
Bailey & Co, Berners-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Cappagh Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 20, to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood on Feb 11. 
Davis & Co, Warwick-st, Regent-st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

General Rolling Stock Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Jan 27, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on Feb 
ll. Kimber & Ellis, Lancaster-pl, Strand, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Llantwit Vardre Colliery Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Jan 30, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on 
Feb ‘11, Treherne & Co, Aldermanbury, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 

Scottish and Universal Finance Bank (Limited).—Order to wind up, 
made by Vice-Chancellor Wood, Jan 24. Samuel Lowel Price ap- 
pointed official liquidator. Ashurst & Co, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner and official liquidator. 

South Blackpool Hotel Company (Limited).—Order to wind up made 
by the Master of the Rolls, Jan 28. Marshall, Leadenhall-st, agent 
for Lace & Co, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Xerez Wine Shipping Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley has, by an order, dated Jan 18, appointed Arthur Cooper, 
George-st, Mansion-house, official liquidator. ; 

Xerez Wine Shipping Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 2, to send their names and addresses, and 
debts or claims, to Arthur Cooper, George-st, Mansion-house. 

Tvespay, Feb, 7, 1865, 
LimItED IN CHANCERY. 

Blackburn Co-operative Cotton Spinning and Weaving Company 
(Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Stuart has fixed Feb. 18 at 12 
Old-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
of the above-named company. 
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General Rolling $ Stock Compan (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb. 6, to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood Feb. 18. 
Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Rolling Stock Com pany of Ireland (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Fe b. 6, to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood Feb 

18, Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Dewsbury Hotel Company (Limited).—Order to wind up by the 
Master of the Rolls, Jan. 21. Pitman, King’s-rd, Bedford-row, 
solicitor for the petitioner. 

Strand Music-hall Company (Limited).—Order to wind up by the 
Master of the Rolls, Jan. 28. Redpath, Suffolk-lane, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 


Hriendly Societies Dissolbed. 
Faripay, Feb. 3, 1865. 
Combe Down Loyal and Independent Friendly Society, Brewery, 
Combe Down, Somerset. Jan 28. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, Feb, 3, 1865. 

Fis ior, Abraham, Borrowdale, Cumberland, Esq. March 6. Gibson 

v Fisher, M.R. 
Hayward, Robt Lightfoot, Upper Thames-st, Paper Manufacturer. 

March 1. Parnell v Hayward, M.R. 
Inwood, Geo, Alton, Hants, Coal Merchant. March 6. Caffall v Taylor, 


Lever, John, Neate-st, Camberwell, Vellum Manufacturer. March 7. 
Lever v Lever, M.R. 

Nash, Wm, Park-ter, Brixton, Esq. Feb28. Brown v Nash, M.R. 

Poulett, John, Earl, Hinton St George, Somerset. Feb 23. Poulett Vv 
Hood, M.R. 

Rendell. Hy, Plymouth, Gent. March 1. Three Towns British Mutual 
Deposit and Loan Society (Limited) v Eastlake, V.C. Wood. 

Thomas, John Humphrys, Sydenham, Kent, Victualler. Feb 14. 
Wood v Thomas, V.C. Wood. 

Willing, Saml, Modbury, Devon, Yeoman. March1, Widdicome v. 
Widdicome, V.C. Kindersley. 

Woodman, Wm, Beverley, York, Gent. March6, Duke of Cambridge 
v Clubley, V.C. Kindersley. 

Tvespay, Feb. 7, 1865. 

Sum, Sele Hill-st, Upper Clapton, Builder. March 18. Lockett 
» Boulton, » 

Evans, John, , Cardigan, Farmer. Feb 18. Davies v 
Evans, V.C. Kindersley. 

Kirby, Ann, Arnold-ier, Bow-rd, Widow. March 6. Kirby v Phillips, 

Stuart. 

Matthews, Jas, Richmond, eee Licensed Victualler. March 3. 
Matthews v London, V.C. Kindersley. 

Matthews, Mary, Esgair, Merioneth, Widow, Marché, Williams v 
Ruck, v. C. Kindersley. 

Summers, Jas, Bengeo, Hertford, Brewer. March3. Deedes v Smith, 


Taylor, Anna Maria, Bexley, Kent, Widow. March 3. Taylor v Par- 
ker, Vv, C. Wood. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frrpay, Feb. 3, 1865, 
Ba¢'ey, ‘Warwick, Vicarage Farm, Harbury, Warwick, Farmer. 
March 10. Batt, Uxbridge. 
Baker, Richard, Brearley-st, Birmingham, Gun Barrel Maker. April 
|. Rawlins & Rowley, Birmingham, 
Beatty, Robert, Liverpool, Merchant. April1. Walker, Burslem. 
eo William, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Cordwainer. March 27. 
ayes 
Hampson, Roger, Bolton, Lancaster, Surgeon. March 1]. Knowles, 
Bolton-le- Moors. 
Hoar, we Bensington, Oxford, Widow. Junel. Hedges, Wal- 


James, Richard, Adelaide-rd, St. John’s-wood, Esq. Feb. 28. Child. 

Lane, "Sarah Louisa, Montpelier-sq, Brompton, Widow. April 1. 
Asprey, Furnival’s-inn. 

Lowthrop, James, Misterton, Nottingham, Gentleman. March 8. 
Oldman & Wood. 

Maw, Thos, Brighton, Engineer. March 7. Farrar, Godliman-st, 
Doctors’-commons. 

Maydwell, Joseph, Turnham-green, Esq. March 25. Corsellis, 

andsworth. 
Son, John, Reading, Esq. June. Fairfoot & Co, Clement’s- 


Muskett, Jas, Renningham Hall, Mulbarton, Norfolk, Esq. April 15. 

Yetts, Fleet-st. 
erod, Rev John Arderne, Leamington, Warwick. March 1 

Charlewood & Ormerod, Manch. 

Palmer, Rev Jas Nelson, Breamore, Southampton, Clerk. March 31. 
Brown, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Parnham, John, Hampton-wick, Gent. April15. Yetts, Fleet-st. 

Penny, Ann, Foley-st, Marylebone, Widow. March 15. Mayhew, 
Gt Marlborough-st. 

Warren, Wm Taylor, Ivy Cottage, Dulwich, Civil Engineer. March 
31. Fox, Finsbury-circus. 

TuEspay, Feb. 7, 1865. 

Benson, John, Grantham, Farmer. March !. Thompson, Grantham. 

Buckland, John, Biddenden, Kent, Farmer. April 10. Neve & Co, 
Cranbrook. 

Catling, Wm, Upper Bedford-pl, Russell-sq. March 8. Holt. 

Fyler, Frances, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Spinster. March 25. Lake & 
~ New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, and Moore & Skeet, South-sq, Gray’s- 


Bopkian, Stephen Colmore, Birm,Gent. April}. Simcox, Birm. 
Masters, Alex, Mile End-rd, Beerseller. March 25. Gole, Leadenhall-st. 
Palmer, Ann, Edgbaston, Birm, Widow. April 1. Simcox, Birm. 


Pearse, Thos, South Warnborough Lodge, Southampton, Esq. March 


7. Peachey, Salisbury-sq. 





Salmon, Louisa, Mount neseon: Bath, Spinster. March 10. Ware & 
Westall, Copthall-ct. 

Toms, Eliz, Grove-rd, North Brixton, Widow. March 10. Ware & 
Westall, Copthall-ct. 

Winterbottom, Jas. Castleford, Featherstone, York, Glass Bottle 
Manufacturer. Marchl5. Bradley. 


Assiguments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Fripay, Feb. 3, 1865, 

Bradbury, John, Market Bosworth, Leicester, Draper. Jan 12, 
Baxter, Atherstone. 

Drayson, Valentine, Gravesend, Grocer. Jan 28. Harrison & Lewis, 
Oid Jew ry. 

Wilson, Abraham, Raithby, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan9. Allison & Son. 
Louth. 





Turspay, Feb. 7, 1865. 
Hutton, Jas, Moorgate-st, Public Accountant. Jan 23. Lawrance & 
Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Breeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Frrpay, Feb. 3, 1865. 
ae - m, Heywood, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Jan 5. Conv. Reg 
e 
Bonser, Wm, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 11. Conv. Reg 
Jan 3l. 
Botting, Michael, Brighton, Grocer, Jan 3. Conv. Reg Jan 31. 
Boulton, Geo, Goswell-rd, Glove Manufacturer. Jan7. Comp. Reg 


Jan 31. 
Bradbury, John, Market Bosworth,Leicester, Tailor. Jan 12, Asst. 
Reg Feb 1. 
eee Thos, Salford, L ter, Aucti Jan 23. Conv. Reg 
cialond, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Corn Dealer, Jan 13. Conv. Reg 
1 





Christmas, Robt Denn, Hownslow, Surgeon. Jan 23. Comp. Reg 
Feb 2, 

Collier, Saml Wm, H.M.S. Blenhelm, Pembroke Dock. Jan 19. 
Arrt. Reg Feb 2. 

Dixon, Jas, Sheffield, Cut Nail Manufacturer. Jan 23. Comp. Reg 
Feb 2. 

Dunmore, Eliz, Market Harborough, Leicester, Widow, Smallware 
Manufacturer. Jan 23. Comp. Reg Feb 2. 

vy Joseph, Cheltenham, Photographer. Jan 4. Asst. Reg 

bl 


Emerson, Jas, Birm, Grocer. Jan 14. Asst. Reg Feb 2. 

Godman, John, Luton, Bedfordshire, Cattle Drover. Jan 30. Comp. 
Reg Feb 2. 

Graham, Joseph Harrison, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. Jan 10. 
Conv. Reg Feb 2. 

are Hy, Southport, Lancaster, Bricklayer. Jan4. Conv. Reg 
Jan 3 

Haigh, i dwd, Manch, Manure Merchant. Jan 19. Conv. Reg Feb }. 

Hall, Dennis, Wharton, Chester, Salt Proprietor. Jan 9, Comp. 
Reg Feb |. 

esas, Theophilus, Bell-yard, Doctors’-commons, Bill Broker. Jan 
21. Comp. Reg Feb 3 

Hartland, John, Walsall, Stafford, Iron Master. Dec 15. Conv. Reg 
Feb 2 

Humphreys, John, Gt Western-ter, Paddington, Builder. Jan 16. 
Comp. Keg Feb 2, 

Hunt, John, Barnstaple, Devon, Silversmith. Jan 14. Asst. Reg 
Feb 3. 

—* Jas, Moorgate-st, Public Accountant. Jan 23. Conv. Reg 


Sick an Collingwood, Norwich, Agent. Jan 26. Comp. Reg Feb 2. 

a Jas, Southport, Lancaster, Builder, Jan 26. Comp. Reg 
eb 2. 

Knowles, Jas, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Carpenter. Jan 21. 
Conv. Reg Jan 30, 

Lenzberg, Louis, New Oxford-st, Cornice Pole Manufacturer. Dec 31. 
Comp. Reg Jan 27. 

Levinstein, Hugo, Mornington-crescent, Spee gem, Chemical 
Manufacturer. Jan 28. Comp. Reg Fe 

io. Wm, Stratford, Essex, Bricklayer. “Jan 16. Conv, Reg 


Feb 1 

Luff, Hy, Ipswich, Suffolk, Builder. Jan 26. Comp. Reg Jan 3l. 

Maddern, Wm, Penzance, Cornwall, Shoemaker. Jan 14. Comp. 
Reg Jan 31. 

Mare, Chas John, Northfleet, Kent, Shipbuilder. Jan 3. Inspector- 
ship. Reg Feb 2. 

Marks, David, Strand, Printseller. Jan5. Comp. Reg Feb 2. 

Marsh, John Edwin, Birm, Screw Rivet Manufacturer. Jan 19. Arr. 
Reg Feb 2. 

Millard, Fredk John, Yeovil, Somerset, Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 9. 
Comp. Reg Feb 1. 

Murfin, John, Markfield, Leicester, Grocer. Jan 7. Conv. Reg 
Feb 3. 

Mitchell, Jobn Graham, & Edwd Stenning, Mark-lane, Corn Factors. 
Jan5. Comp. Reg Feb 1 

Noar, Pde Manch, Fustian Manufacturer. Jan 30. Comp. Reg 
Jan 3 

Pearce, Sains Bath, Auctioneer’s Clerk. Jan 30. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 

Price, Wm, Cheshunt, Herts, Gent. Jan25. Comp. Reg Jan 2. 

Rollason, Alex, Old Kent-rd, Manfacturing Chemist. Jan6. Arrt. 
Reg Feb 2. 

Ryder, Geo, Northwich, Chester, Draper. Jan 27. Conv. Reg Feb 1. 

Sawyer, Jonathan Coutts, Fulham-rd, Fancy Stationer, Jan 19. Arr, 
Reg Feb 2 

Scott, Thos, Wallsend, Northumberland, Joiner. Jan6. Conv. Reg 
Feb 

anere, Edmd, Wandsworth-rd, Surveyor. Jan 30. Arr. Reg 

‘eb 1. 

Sterne, Ssliomi, St Michael’s House, Cornhill, Merchant. Jan18. Arr. 
Reg Feb 2. 

—— Fdmd, Leadenhall-st, Ship Broker. Jan9. Conv. Reg 


“eb 
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Thorner icroft, Segh, nnn Chester, S Saddler. ; 
‘an 

To. oe Chas, Kepple-st, Russell-sq, Corn Merchant, 
Von v 

Arrt. Jan 27. Reg Feb 1. 
Wescott, Richd, Aldershot, Butcher. Conv. Jan 16. 
TusspAy, Jan. 7, 1865. 

Aldridge, Robt, Ipswich, Plumber. Feb 3. Comp. 
Amos, Wm, Newton, Suffolk, Carpenter. Jan7. Cony. 
Balchin, Wm, Leadenhall-st, Ship Owner. Jan 30. Conv. 
Beet, John, Norwood, Surrey, Builder. Jan 11. Conv. 





leg 
Comp. Jan 3. 
iit Matthias, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Professor of Music. 


Reg Feb 2. 


Reg Feb 6. 

Reg Feb 4. 
Reg Feb 4. 

Reg Feb 4. 


Bell, hg hg Sunderland, Durham, Common Brewer. Jan i8. Cony. 
Reg 
—— Thos, Walsall, Stafford, Miller. Jan 13. Asst. Neg 
Brignall, Chas Hy tom Brompton-rd, Ladies Outfitter. Dec 7. 
Comp. g Fel 
— hie ti Woodbridge, Suffolk, Wine Merchant. Jan 20. Comp. 
g Fe 
Bryant, Wm, Cardiff, Grocer. Feb2. Comp. Reg Feb 6. 
Buckley, Geo, Castle Northwich, Chester, Omnibus Proprietor. Feb 3. 
mv. Reg Feb 6. 
a 3 _— %& Saml Buckley, Cotton Spinners. Jan 7. Comp. 


Burtley rs Thos, Congleton, Chester, Grocer. Jan 11. Asst. Reg Feb 4. 
Duh —_, 44 New Oxford-st, Coffee-house Keeper. Jan 24, Comp. 


Everitt, Wm Smith, Southampton, Draper. Jan 6. Conv. Reg Feb 2. 
oa ” John, Nottingham, Grocer. Jan3!. Comp, Reg Feb 4. 
pnw , Samal, Leicester, Draper. Jan7. Conv. Reg Feb 4. 

Godfrey, Thos, Birm, out of business. Jan 28. Conv. Reg Feb 3. 

Gyde, Edwin — Aston Manor, Warwick, General Factor. Jan 12. 
Conv. Reg Feb 5 

— Saml, Wolviston, Durham, Draper. Jan 5, Conv. Reg 

Harris, Chas, Hurley-rd. Kennington-lane, Commercial Traveller. 
Feb 3. Comp. Reg Feb 7. 

Hirst, Hy, Dewsbury, York, Shoemaker. Jan 25. Asst. Reg Feb 6. 

Holt, ‘Thos Wm, Portsea, Southampton, Printer. ‘Jan 24. Conv. Reg 


Hopper, Wm, Rochester, Kent, Builder. Jan2l. Asst. Reg Feb 4. 
— , Hy, Bolton, Wholesale Tea Dealer. Jan 19. Comp. Reg 
eb 3, 
How, Chas, Aylesford, Kent, Innkeeper. Jan3l. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 
Hunter, John Oliver Geo, Wellington-st, Strand, Publican, Jan 21. 
mp. Reg Feb 7. 
Johnson, Wm, Clapham-rd, Watchmaker. Jan 23. Conv. Reg Feb6. 
Kelly, Jas, Manch, Draper. Jan 10. Conv. Reg Feb 6. 
Knapp, Hy, & Alf Knapp, Fortland-rd, Middx, Builders. Jan 12. 
Comp. Reg Feb 
Low, Geo, Newark- “ipon-Trent, Nottingham, Engineer. Jan 16. 
Comp. Reg Feb 4 
Marsden, ph Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Jan 9. 
Conv. Reg Feb4 
1 25. Comp. Reg 


Mattison, Sylvester, jun, Lpool, Butcher’ J 
Feb 6. 


Milne, Alex, Gt St Helen’s, Ship Broker. Jan 16. Arr. Reg Feb 7. 


adin, Mary, Sheffield, Brush Manufacturer, Jan ll. Conv. Reg 
Feb 7. 

Newton, Saunders, Ramsey, Huntingdon, Farmer. Jan 6. Conv. 
Reg Feb 3. 

Nicholson, Thos, Lpool, Draper. Jan13. Conv. Reg Feb 7. 

Owen, Danl, Musland, St Dogwells, Pembroke, Farmer. Jan 11. Cony. 
Reg Feb 4 

Price, Geo, Nottingham, Silkk Comm Agent. Jan 11. Conv. Reg 
Feb 6 

Paver, Ww m, Cosrant York, Joiner. Jan 13, Conv. Reg Feb 6. 

Rawlinson, Hy, & Edmund Rawlinson, Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton 
Spinners. Jan 25. Conv. Reg Feb 4. 

Shekleton, Alex Benning, Bloomsbury, House Agent. Feb 3. Comp. 
Reg Feb 7. 

Stubbs, Walter, Alcester, Warwick, Esq. Jan 12. Conv. Reg Feb 4. 

Thompson, Jas, Hoyland Nether, York, Shopkeeper. Jan 12. Asst. 
Reg Feb 6. 

— Richd, Leftwich, Chester, Waterman. Jan 30. Conv. Reg 
Fe 

waideli, Wm, Yeovil, Somerset, Draper. Jan 9. Cony. Reg Feb 6. 

Wardell, Louisa Steward, Horbury-gardens, Notting-hil!l, spinster. 
Jan 16. Comp. Reg Feb 9 

Webster, Robt Blyth, Clay: don, Suffolk, Paper Manufacturer. Jan 28, 
Conv. Reg Feb 6. 

Whomes, Fredk, Eltham, Kent, Tailor. Jan 17. Comp. Reg Feb 7. 


Williams, John, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan25, 
Comp. Reg Feb 4. 


Wood, Jas, Lpool, Tailor. Jan 10. Conv. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Feb. 3, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 
Arrowsmith, Josiah, Chisenhall-rd, Victoria-park, Upholsterer. 
Feb 1. Feb 20 at 11. Solomons, Finsbury-pl. 
Avery, Wm, Daniel Avery, & Richd Avery, West Wycombe, Bucking- 


Reg Feb 6. 


Pet 


ham, Chair Manufacturers. Pet Jan 30. Feb 27 at il. Clarke, 
High WwW ‘iS 
Barnard, Mary, Duke-st, Grosvenor-sq, Milliner. Pet Jan3l. Feb 27 


at 12. Dubois, Church-passage, Gresham-st. 

Berry,’ John, Robt, Chancellor-rd, West Dulwich, Railway Clerk. 
Jan 30. Feb 15 at 12. Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Blake, Alfred John, Graham-villas, Dalston, Foreman to a Stationer. 


Pet 


Pet Febl. Feb 27at 1. Chalk, Coleman-st, 

Bould, Wm Alfred, High-st, Deptford, Carman, Pet Jan 27. Feb 22 | 
atl. Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Brand, Wm, Highway, Enfield, Beershop Keeper. Pet Jan 30. Feb 


13 atl. Wells, Moorgate-st. 
Collins, Hy, Clifton-gardens, Maida-hill, Land Agent. 
Feb l6at 1. Lewis, Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 


Pet Noy 28. 
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Pet J Jan 31. Feb 16 





you wm, Hockliffe, Bedford, ponte sedi 
atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

French, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
13 atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Goose, Kobt, North-st, Walworth. Pet Jan 31. 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Harbord, Robt, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Dairyman. 
16 at il. Emberson, Norwich, 

Harding, Northampton, Furniture Dealer. Pet Jan!0. Feb 16 at 12. 
Shield & White, Northampton. 

Heath, Robt Vernon, Piceadi ally, Photographic Artist. Pet Jan 30. Feb 
13 at 1. Howell, Cheapsid le. 

_— Rowley Fludyer, Warwick-st, Pimlico, Clerk. Pet Jan 30. Feb 

3at 1. Holmes, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 

Lee, John Hy, St Thomas-st, Islington, out of business. 
Feb 16 at 12. Juckes, Basinghail- st. 

Mason, Malcolm Ronald Laing, Stoke Newington, Banker’s Clerk. 
Pet Jan 27, Feb 22 ati, Tower, King-st, Finsbury- 8q. 

O’Grady, Edwd Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 26 (for pau). 
Feb l6at 1, Munday, Strand. 

Parker, Wm, jun, Lower Thames-st, Comm Merchant. Pet Jan 30, Feb 
20at 1]. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Phillips, Dan] John, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Feb 27 at 12. Hill, Basinghali-st. 

Roberts, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Hembery, Staple’s-inn. 

Robinson, Joseph Galiffe, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
pan), Feb l3atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Roby, Hy Greatrex, St George’ 's-st, Commercial-rd, Peckham, Come- 
dian. “Pet Jan 31. Feb 20at11. Marshll, Hatton-garden. 

Rogers, Thos, Lower Vale-pl, Fulham, Baker. Pet Jan 7, Feb M4 at 
1. Oliver, King- -st, Chespside. 

Scott, Jas, & John Smyth Caldwell, Tower-hill, Provision Merchants. 
Pet Jan 31. Feb l6at 12. Mount, Size- lane, Bucklersbury. 

Stringer, Richd Durant, Staines, Grocer. Pet Jan 3l. Feb 13 at 11. 
Horne, Staines, 

Willcox, Wm, Blackman-st, Confectioner. Pet Jan 30. Feb 27 at ll. 
Hill, Basinghall- st. 

Winter, Joseph, jun, High-st, Old Brentford, out of business. Pet Jan 
26. Feb 20 at2. Oliver, Cheapside. 


Pet Jan 30 (for pau). Feb 
Feb 21 at 1. Marshall, 
Pet Jan 30. Feb 


Pet Jan 30. 


Pet Jan 30 (for pau). 


Pet Jan 19. Feb 20 at 11. 


Pet Jan 30 (for 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Allinson, John, Trafford Moss, Stretford,Lancaster, Farmer. 
30. Manch, Feb 13 at 11. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch, 
Badham, Edwin, Whistones, Worcester, Whitesmith. 
Worcester, Feb 14 at 11. Wilson, Worcester. 
Bannister, Hy, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Glass Dealer’s Assistant. 
Pet Jan 30. Stockport, Feb 24 at 12. Chew & Son, Manch., 
Barker, Holt, Levenstiulme, Lancaster, Waste Dealer. Pet Jan 11 (for 
pau). Manch, Feb 16 at 9.30. Ambler, Manch. 
Barrable, Wm, Plymouth, Butcher. Pet Jan 30. 
Feb 15 at 11. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 
Birkinshaw, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. 
Manch, Feb 16 at 9.30. Ambler, Manch. 
Boughey. Jas, New Town, Montgomery, General Dealer. 
Lpool, Feb 10 at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Bradley, Edwd, Birm, Assistant to a Cowkeeper. 
Feb a7 at 10. Beaton, Birm. 
Burland, Wm Hugh, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Organist. 
tingham, Feb 21 at 11. Bailes, Boston. 
Chapman, Wm Daniel, Southampton, Innkeeper. 
ampton, Feb 22 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 
Clay, Thos, Withington, Salop, Butcher. Vet Jan 23. 
Feb 16 at 11. Davies, Shrewsbury. 
Flitcroft, Thos, Huddersfield, York, Beerseller. 
field, Feb 20at:0. Dransfield, Huddersfield. 
Franklin, Thos, Stebbing, Essex, Innkeeper. 
Feb i4at11, Baker, Bishops Stortford. 
Gledhill, Wm, Slaithwaite, York, Yarn Manufacturer. 
Huddersfield, Feb 20 at 10. Freeman, Huddersfield. 
Goodyear, Saml, Huddersfield, York, Joiner. Pet Jan 14. 
tleid, Feb 20 at 10. Dranstield, Hudderstield. 
Haigh, Darius, Kirkheaton, York, Grocer. Pet Jan 4. 
Feb 20 at 10. Dransfield, Huddersfield. 
Halliwell, Daniel, Low Moor, York, Manufacturer. 
Feb 13 atll. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds 
Hardman, Hannah Maria, Lymm, Chester. 
March 2 at12. Gardner, Manch. 
larvey, Robt Parson, jun, Wymondham, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer. Adj 
Jan 17 (for pau). Wymondham, Feb 15 at 11. Atkinson, Nor- 
wich. 


Pet Jan 
Pet Jan 31. 


East Stonehouse, 
Pet Jan 25 (for pau). 
Pet Jan 10. 
Pet Febl. Birm, 
Pet Jan 31. Not- 
Pet Jan 30. South- 
Shrewsbury, 

Pet Jan 24. Hudders- 
Pet Jan 24. Dunmow, 
Pet Jan 18. 
Hudders- 
Huddersfield, 
Tet Jan 25, Leeds, 


Pet Jan 23. Warrington, 


Hawkins, Jas, Hemel Hempstead, Hert‘ord, Butcher. Pet Jan 25. 
St Alban’s, Feb 18 at 11. Annesley, St Alban’s. 
Hazlehurst, Thos, Runcorn, Chester, Grocer. J’et Jan 26. Runcorn, 


Feb lt at 10. Day & Wood, Runcorn. 

Hill, Geo Edwd, Lpool, Milliner. Pet Jan 30. 
Harris, Lpool. 

Hind, Thos, Sheffield, Builder. 
Fernell, Sheffield 

Hulls, Robt, Worcester, Cordwainer. 
liatil., Rea, Worcester. 

Jarrold, Wm, Bradfield, Essex, Dealer. 
at ll, Moore, Ipswich. 

Kewley, Wm, Paddington, Liverpool, Baker. 
16 at 3. Anderson, Lpool. 

Laws, Geo, sen, Leeds, Clothier. 
Shackleton & Whiteley, Leeds. 

Lett, Owen, Birm, Journeyman Stunemason. 
27at10. Parry, Birm. 

Lilly, Alf Rowland, Birm, Chemist. 
Suckling, Birm. 

Linch, Thos, Llansamlet, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. 
Neath, Feb 17 atll. Tripp, Swansea. 

Linney, Joseph, South Witham-common, Lincoln, Farmer. 
31. Birm, Feb 21 at ll. Law, Stamford. 

Mallin, Matthew, Birm, Travelling Draper. 
at 10. Powell & Son, Birm. 


Lpool, Feb 15 at 3. 


Pet Jan 5. Sheffield, Feb 17 at 12. 
Pet Jan 31. Worcester, Feb 
Pet Jan 18. Harwich, Feb 16 
Lpool, Feb 


Leeds, Feb 13 at Ul. 


Pet Feb 1. 
Pet Feb 1. 
Pet Jan 30. Birm, Feb 
Pet Jan 31. Birm, Feb 15 at 12. 
Pet Jan 31. 
Pet Jan 


Pet Jan 30. Birm, Feb27 
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Milligan, Robt, Lpool, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 28. Lpool, Feb 14 at 3. 
Goldrick, Lpoo 1. 


* Mountford, John, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 


3l. W: arwick, Feb 20 at ll. Griffin, Leamington Priors. 

Paul, Francis John Dean, Doigelly, Merioneth, Gent. Pet Feb 1. 
Lpool, Feb 15 at 12. Rymer, Lpool. 

Perkins, Hy, Dinton. Wilts, no business. Pet Jan 30. Salisbury, 
Feb 15 at 10. Hill, Salisbury. 

Polkey, Wm Limbert, Loughborough, Leicester, Agent. Pet Jan 31. 
Birm, Feb 14at 11. Goode, Loughborough. 

Preval, Wm, Barwick-in-Elmet, York, Potatoe Dealer. Pet Jan 30. 
Tadcaster, Feb 20 at 2. Harle, Leeds. 

Purnell, John, Llanwarne, Hereford, Farm Bailiff. Pet Jan 23. Ross, 
Feb 14at 11. Garrold, Hereford. 

Race, Sarah Ann, Berry Edge, Darham, Grocer. Pet Jan 28. Shotley 
Bridge, Feb 22at 2. Brignal, Durham. 

Rate, Wm, Bilsby, Lincoln, Mushroom Buyer. Pet Jan 30. Spilsby, 
Feb 18 at 1. Walker, Alford. 

Redhead, Jas, Skerton, Lancaster, Beerseller. Pet Jan 25. Lancaster, 
Feb 17 at 12. Holden, Lancaster. 

Riches, Edmund Thos, Heigham, Norwich, Journeyman Shoemaker. 
Pet Jan 30. Norwich, Feb 13at 11. Sada, Norwich. 

Riddell, Robt, jun, Woodburn, Northumberland, Labourer. Pet Jan 
27. Bellingham, Feb 16 at 2. Taylor, Hexham. 

Roberts, Ambrose, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Jan 31. 
Otley, Feb 17 at 11. Harle, Leeds. 

Robson, John Thos, Leeds, York, Tailor. Pet Jan 31. Leeds, Feb 13 
at ll. Christie & Co, Leeds. 

Roebuck, Hy, Kirkheaton, York, Weaver. Adj Dec 13. Huddersfield, 
Feb 20 at 10 

Sendall, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj Jan 17 (for pau). 
King’s Lynn, Feb 21 at t!, Ward, Ling’s Lynn. 

Siswick, Benj, Huddersfield, York, Journeyman Woollen Dyer. Pet 
Jan 9. Huddersfield, Feb 20 at 10. Freeman, Huddersfield. 

Stiles, John, Abberley, Worcester, Farmer. Pet Jan 31. Worcester, 
Feb 14at 11. Wilson, Worcester. 

Tafner, Sanderman, Abersychan, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 1. 
Pontypool, Feb 20 at 12. Edwards, Pontypool. 

Tait, Geo, South Shields, Durham, out of business. Pet Jan 30. 
Newcastle-upon-T'yne, Feb 17 at 1. Keenlyside & Foster, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Thompson, John, Rotherham, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan 30. 
Rotherham, Feb 20 at 3. Hirst, Rotherham. 

Thresh, John, Bradford, York, Hair Dresser. Pet Jan 31. Bradford, 
Feb 17 at 10, Dawson, Bradford. 

Unwin, John, Wolstanton, Stafford, Clothier. Pet Jan 31, Hanley, 
Feb 25 at ll. Salt, Tunstall. 

Urry, Benj, Newport, Hants, Leather Seller. Pet Jan 30. Newport, 
Feb 15 at 11. Hooper, Newport. 

Varley, Wm, Bradley, Lancaster. Pet Jan 31. Colne, Feb 20 at 11. 
Backhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Vickerman, Thos, Almondbury, York, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 19, Hud- 
dersfield, Feb 20 at 10. Dransfield, Huddersfield. 

Walkham, Hy, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Baker. Pet Jan 31. Gt Grimsby, 
Feb 17 at 11. Wintringham, Gt Grimsby. 

Waller, John, Elsted, Sussex, Licensed V eaaallet. Pet Jan 28. Mid- 
hurst, Feb 14 at 10. White, Portsea. 

Watkin, Hy, Leeds, York, Tailor. Pet Jan 31. Leeds, Feb 16 at 12. 
Pickering, Leeds. 

Watson, Job, Whaplode, Lincoln, Wheelwright, Pet Feb 1. Holbeach, 
Feb 20at 12. Clark, Moulton. 

Webb, John, Birm, Journeyman Tin Plate Worker. Pet Jan 30. Birm, 
Feb 17 at 10. East, Birm. 

Wild, Wm, & Wm Hy Barlow, Lees, Lancaster, Cotton Spinners. 
Pet Jan 30. Febl5at12. Sale, Manch. 

Wilkinson, Christopher, Alston, Cumberland, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 26. 
Alston, Feb 13 at 10. Pattinson, Haltwhistle. 

Wortley, John Lyall, Norwich, Draper. Pet Jan 31. Norwich, Feb 13 
at ll. Sadd, Norwich. 


Turspay, Feb. 7, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 


Alford, Jas, Blackfriars-rd, out of employment. Pet Feb 3. March 
Lat 12. French, Crutched-friars. 

Ash, Jas, Jos Stewart, & Robt Baillie, Cubitt’s-town, Poplar, Iron 
Ship Builders. Pet Feb !, Feb 21 at 11. Messrs Hilleary, Fen- 
church-bldngs. 

Ashton, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Feb 1 (for pau). Feb 
20 at 12, Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Bell, Alf Hy, Bradford, York, out of business. Pet Jan 31. Bradford, 
Feb 17 at 9.45. Watson, Bradford. 

Briggs, Frdk, Penryn-pl, Dalston, Ship Broker. Pet Jan 31. Feb 21 
at 11. Rodwell, Connanght-st, Edgware-rd. 

Clarke, Paget Wotton, Gloucester-cres, Regent’s-pk, Captain. Pet 
Feb 4. Feb 20 at2. ‘Terrell & Co, Basinghall- st. 

Cullemore, Wm, Copenhagen-st, Islington, Haberdasher. Pet Feb 3. 
Feb 21 atl. Craven, Mark-lane. 

Dickenson, Eliz Cooper, Southampton, Hants, Clothier. Pet Jan 5, 
Feb 20 at 2. Huson & Parker, Cheapside. 

Dugdale, Wm, Fordingbridge, Southampton, Farmer. Pet Feb 3. Feb 
20at1l. Mackey, Southampton. 

Emdin, Wm Hy, Cloudesley-sq, out ofbusiness. Pet Feb4. Feb 21 at 

Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Howell, John, Albert-st, Paddington, Journeyman Carpenter. Pet 
Feb2. Feb 27 at 2. George, Jermyn-st, St James's. 

Hubbell, Theodore Byron, Aldermanbury, Merchant. Pet Jan 31. 
Feb 27 at 12. Drew, New Basinghall-st. 

Lacey, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb1(forpau). Feb20 
at 12. Branwell, Cannon-st. 

McDonald, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Feb1(forpau). Feb 
27at 2. Bramwell, Cannon-st, 

Maslen, Wm, Deptford, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 31. Feb 
27 at1. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Mittens, Wm, jun, Martha- Sty Haggerstone, ge Cabinet 
Maker. Pet Feb 4. Feb 20 atl. Mason, Symond’s-in: 

Mosedon, Benj Joseph, Minories, Merchant, Pet Jan3l. “ab 2latll. 
Sydney, Aldgate. 





Newsom, Richd Bowden, Orpington, Kent,Gas Apparatus Manufac- 
turer. Pet Feb 2. Feb27 atl. Keighley & Bull, Basinghall-st. 

Oddy, Jeseph, Writtle, Essex, Farmer. Pet Feb 2. Feb 27 at2. Duf- 
field & Bruty, Cornhill, 

Philippart, Pierre, Chelsea, out of business. Pet Feb 2. Feb 20 at 12. 
Maniere, Bedford-row. 

Pound, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 1(for pau). Feb 21 
at 12, Bramwell, Scott’s-yd, Cannon-st. 

Raymond, Geo, Chiswick, Commander R. N. Pet Jan 23. Feb 22 at 
11. Cooper, St Martin’s-lane. 

Rotter, Jakob, Blue Anchor-rd, Bermondsey, Leather Merchant. Pet 
Feb 4. Feb 20at!. Kingdon & Williams, Cheapside. 

Russell, David, Artillery-lane, Bishopsgate-st Without, Butcher. Pet 
Feb 1. Feb2) at1l2. Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Singdahlsen. Christian Fredrik, Russell-st, Rothtehithe, Ship Chand- 
ler. Pet Feb}. Feb 2lat 12. Hawks & Co, High-st, Southwark. 
South, Wm, Stratford, Essex, Carpenter. Pet Feb6. Feb 21 at 2. 

Grout, Scott’s-yd, Bush-lane. 
Thorp, Hy, Commercial-rd East, Grocer. Pet Jan28. March 1 at 12. 
Matthews & Co, Leadenhall-st. 
be Arthur Robt Willoughby, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 
2. Feb 20atl. Wheat, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Watts, Wm Jas, Freemantle, Hants, Innkeeper. Pet Feb3. Feb 21 
at 1. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry, for Sharp & Co, Southampton. 
Wheeler, Edwd Hunt, Cambridge-ter, Clapham-rd, Lodging-house 
Keeper. Pet Feb 2. Feb 20 at 12. Mote, Warwick- ct, Gray’s-inn. 
Whitlock, John, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford. Adj Jan19. Feb 21 at 2. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Balchin, Wm, Wonersh, Surrey, Tailor. Pet Feb1. Guildford, Feb Is 
at 12.30. White, Strand. 

Bastard, Wm Hy, Wakefield, York, Tea Dealer. Pet Feb 3. Wake- 
field, Feb 18 at il. Gill, Wakefield. 

Blakemore, John, Wellington, Salop, Baker. Pet Feb 4. Wellington, 
Feb 21 at 10. James. 

Blumson, Richd Holmes, Heckington, Lincoln, Saddler. Pet Feb 1. 
Sleaford, Feb 20 at 2. Toynbee, Lincoln. 

Bolshaw, Jas, Macclesfield, Chester, Carter. Pet Feb 2. Macclesfield 
Feb 17 at 11. Barclay, Macclesfield, 

Brown, John, Brighton, Journeyman Carpenter. Pet Feb3. Brighton, 
Feb 17 at 11. Lamb, Brighton, 

Budd, Fredk Edwd, Exeter, Majorin the Army. Pet Feb6. Exeter, 
Feb 17 at 12. Clarke, Exeter. 

Cleverly, Geo, Bristol, Pork Butcher. Pet Feb 2. Bristol, Feb 17 at 
11. Benson, Bristol 

Cottis, Thos, Wednesfield Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Grocer. Pet 
Feb6. Birm, Feb 24 at 12. Green, Birm. 

Davies, Thos, Birkenhead, Chester, Butcher. Pet Feb 3, Birkenhead, 
Feb 21 at 12. Moore, Birkenhead. 

Dix, Geo, Mexborough, York, Builder. Pet Feb3. Sheffield, Feb 17 
at 12. Ryalls, Sheffield. 

Eaton, Alfred, Birm, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Pet Feb 2. Birm, Feb 22 
atl2. Allen, Birm. 

Glasspool, John, Winchester, Fishmonger. Pet Feb 4. Winchester, 
Feb 21 at 11. Bailey, Winchester. 

Hewlatt, John, North Crawley, Buckingham, Journeyman Carpenter. 
Pet Feb3. Newport Pagnell, Feb 20 at 12. Stimson, Bedford. 

Holdsworth, Thos, Leeds, Mason. Pet Feb 3. Leeds, Feb 24 at 12. 
Latimer, Leeds. 

Hollowood, Thos, Vauxhall, Nantwich, Chester, Shoemaker. Pet Jan 
7 (for pau). Nantwich, Feb 23 at 10, 

Holt, Geo, East Nottingham, Watchmaker. Pet Feb 6. Sheffield, 
Feb 17 at 12. Broomhead, Sheffield. 

Horn, Robt, Ipswich, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 4. Ipswich, Feb 20 at 11. 
Pollard, Ipswich. 

Jarman, Joseph, Walmersley-rd, Bury, Lancaster, Coach Builder. 
Pet Feb 2. Bury, Feb 23 at 10. Anderton, Bury. 

Johnson, Ste ‘7. Liscard Village, Chester, Book-keeper. Pet Feb 2. 
Birkenhead, Feb 21 at 12. Henry, Lpool, 

Keny a Jas Garsden, not Jas Garsden Renyon, as previously adver- 
tise 

_—o° ardiff, Milkman. Pet Feb 3. Cardiff, Feb 21 at 11. Ensor, 
Cc 


Owen, Thos, Woolstanton, Stafford, Labourer. Pet Feb 3. Hanley, 
Feb 25 at 11. Sherratt, Talk. o’-th’-hill. 

Parker, Chas, Wolverhampton, out of business. Pet Febl. Birm, 
Feb 15 at 12. Wright, Birm. 

Pierce, Wm Robt, Valley, Anglesea, Corn Merchant. Pet Feb 4. 
Lpool, Feb 18 at 12. Evans & Co, Lpoo 

Present, Philip. Norwich, Bricklayer. Pet Feb 4. Norwich, Feb 22 
at ll. Sadd, Norwich. 

Prosser. Wm, Mordiford, Hereford, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 4, Hereford, 
Feb 28 at 10. Averill, Hereford, 

tees, John, Brynmawr, Brecon, Provision Dealer. Pet Feb2. Tre- 
degar, Feb 24 at 2. Simons & Plews, Merthyr. 

Robinson, Joseph, Otley, York, Cloth Manufacturer, Pet Feb 1. Otley, 
Feb 17 at 11. Hill, Bradford. 

‘avill, Arthur, Elsenham, Publican. Pet Feb 2. Bishop’s Stortford, 
Feb 23 at 11. Bowker, Bishop’s Stortford, 

Silverwood, Wm, Fall Head, Silkstone, York, Farm Labourer. Pet 
Feb 3. Barnsley, Feb 24at 2. Rogers, Barnsley. 

Smith, Josiah, Wednesbury, Stafford, Caster. Pet Feb 1. Walsall, 
Feb 20 at 12. Ebsworth, W ednesbury. 

Squire. Francis, Holdenhurst, Southampton, Builder’s Foreman. 
Pet Feb 4. Lymington, Feb 22 at 3. Sharp, Christchurch. 

Tipper, Wm Enecee, Wolverhampton, Fruit Dealer. Pet Feb 6. Birm, 
Feb 22 at 12. Parry, Birm. 

Turnbull, Robt Michael, Sunderland, Builder. Pet Jan 31. Sunder- 
land, Feb 2lati2. Ritson, Sunderland. 

Wragg, Thos, Atterclitie, nr Sheffield, Steel Melter. Pet Feb 1, Shef- 
field, Feb 23 at |. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, Feb. 3, 1865, 
Sterne, Ssliomia, St Michael’s-house, Cornhill, Merchant. Jan 30. 
Tuespay, Feb. 7, 1865. 
Hurrill, Robt, jun, botolph-lane, Provision Merchant. Feb 1. 





